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CASES DETERMINED 


IN THE 


SUPREME COURT OF NEBRASKA 


JANUARY TERM, 1979 


ANITA LOUISE DAVIS, APPELLANT, V. BOARD OF 
EDUCATION OF THE SCHOOL DISTRICT OF CALLAWAY, 
APPELLEE. 

277 N. W. 2d 414 


Filed April 10, 1979. No. 41877. 


1. Schools and School Districts: Contracts: Appeal and Error. The 
standard of review in an error proceeding from an order ter- 
minating the contract of a tenured teacher is whether there has 
been sufficient evidence adduced at the proceeding before the in- 
ferior tribunal, as a matter of law, to support the determination 
reached. 

2. Administrative Law: Hearings: Evidence. In an error proceed- 
ing conflicting evidence will not be weighed, and the order of an 
administrative tribunal must be affirmed if the tribunal has acted 
within its jurisdiction and there is sufficient competent evidence, 
as a matter of law, to sustain its findings and order. 


Appeal from the District Court for Custer County: 
EARL C. Jonnson, Judge. Affirmed. 


Brian Cook and Mingus & Mingus, for appellant. 
Cook, Lubberstedt & Kopf, for appellee. 


Heard before SPENCER, Retired Justice, McCown, 
and BropkEyY, JJ., and BLUE and ReEaGan, District 
Judges. 


ReEaGAN, District Judge. 

Appellant Davis was a tenured teacher in the Cal- 
laway school system. Her employment was termin- 
ated by the Callaway board of education in 1976 for 
‘‘just cause’’ under section 79-1254, R. R. 8. 1943. An 


(1) 
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error proceeding was lodged in the District Court, 
and from an order affirming the action of the board 
of education this appeal was taken. 

The appellant contends that the District Court ap- 
plied an erroneous standard of review. The District 
Court held in a conclusion of law that the decision of 
the board of education must be affirmed if any set of 
facts can be constructed from the evidence before 
the board that would support the finding. 

An error proceeding has for its purpose the re- 
moval of the record from an inferior to a superior 
tribunal to determine if the judgment or final order 
entered is in accordance with law. The standard of 
review in an error proceeding from an order termin- 
ating the contract of a tenured teacher is whether 
there has been sufficient evidence adduced at the 
proceeding before the inferior tribunal, as a matter 
of law, to support the determination reached. San- 
ders v. Board of Education, 200 Neb. 282, 263 N. W. 
2d 461 (1978); Dovel v. School Dist. No. 23, 166 Neb. 
548, 90 N. W. 2d 58 (1958). Although the standard of 
review announced by the trial court may be argu- 
ably erroneous, application of the correct standard 
in this court cures any error. It is well-settled law 
that a correct decision of a tria] court will not be set 
aside simply because a wrong reason was announced 
for the decision. Peitz v. Hausman, 198 Neb. 344, 252 
N. W. 2d 628 (1977). 

Appellant contends that the evidence was insuffi- 
cient to support the action of the board of education 
in terminating her employment. The evidence pre- 
sented to the board of education consisted of testi- 
mony from George Wright, the superintendent; 
David Weber, the principal; Anita Davis; Frank 
Swathel; Carolyn Kollmeier; and a number of exhib- 
its. The superintendent testified he has observed 
the appellant and her class personally; student be- 
havior was poor; appellant was too permissive; ap- 
pellant lacked organization, control, and planning; 
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and appellant did not motivate students. He stated 
in his opinion she should be terminated for just 
cause. The principal testified that he had taught for 
10 years in the system; he personally observed ap- 
peliant and her class; discipline was a problem; and 
appellant needed to improve in organization and 
control. He concurred with the superintendent’s 
recommendation for termination. The testimony of 
the other witnesses could be summarized as favor- 
able for retention. The exhibits likewise produced 
conflicts, either directly or in inferences to be drawn 
therefrom. 

Appellant argues the decision herein should be 
controlled by the Sanders case. That case is not ap- 
plicable here. In Sanders the expert witnesses 
charged with the duty of evaluating the performance 
of the teacher did not testify that her performance 
failed to meet the appropriate standard. Instead, 
they recommended to the board of education that 
the teacher be retained. The evidence, therefore, as 
a matter of law, did not establish ‘just cause’’ for 
terminating the teacher’s employment. In the case 
now before us the testimony of the expert witnesses 
charged with the duty of evaluating the performance 
of the teacher was that her performance did not 
meet the appropriate standard. They recommended 
that her employment be terminated and the evi- 
dence, including the expert testimony, as a matter 
of law, was sufficient to support the action of the 
board in terminating her employment. The 
language in Sanders with reference to a standard of 
performance should not be interpreted to mean that 
in every hearing on termination before a board of 
education there must first be expert testimony es- 
tablishing the appropriate and acceptable standard 
of performance before a board may consider whether 
particular conduct falls below that standard. 

In an error proceeding conflicting evidence will 
not be weighed and the order of an administrative 
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tribunal must be affirmed if the tribunal has acted 
within its jurisdiction and there is sufficient compe- 
tent evidence, as a matter of law, to sustain its find- 
ings and order. See, Willits & Co. v. Arena Fruit 
Co., 58 Neb. 659, 79 N. W. 624; City of Omaha Human 
Relations Dept. v. City Wide Rock & Exc. Co., 201 
Neb. 405, 268 N. W. 2d 98; Sibert v. City of Omaha, 
201 Neb. 399, 267 N. W. 2d 753. In the case presently 
before us there is ample competent evidence, includ- 
ing expert testimony, to sustain the findings and or- 
der of the board of education. 
AFFIRMED. 


UNIVERSITY POLICE OFFICERS UNION, INTERNATIONAL 
BROTHERHOOD OF POLICE OFFICERS, LOCAL 567, 
APPELLEE AND CROSS-APPELLANT, V. UNIVERSITY OF 
NEBRASKA, A BODY CORPORATE, AND THE BOARD OF 
REGENTS OF THE UNIVERSITY OF NEBRASKA, 
APPELLANTS AND CROSS-APPELLEES. 

277 N. W. 2d 529 


Filed April 10, 1979. Nos. 41916, 41917. 


1. Constitutional Law. Each and every clause in the Constitution 
has been inserted for some useful purpose. Constitutional provi- 
sions should receive even broader and more liberal construction 
than statutes, and constitutions are not subject to rules of strict 
construction. 

2. Court of Industrial Relations: Colleges and Universities: Board 
of Regents: Statutes: Labor and Labor Relations. The Board of 
Regents of the University of Nebraska has primary authority for 
establishing its own schedules of wages, terms and conditions of 
employment, and hours of labor, but when an industrial dispute, as 
defined by section 48-801 (7), R. R. S. 1943, arises, the Court of In- 
dustrial Relations may acquire jurisdiction for the limited purpose 
of resolving such dispute. Likewise, the Court of Industrial Rela- 
tions may acquire jurisdiction for resolving an industrial dispute 
concerning the association or representation of persons in negotiat- 
ing, fixing, maintaining, changing, or seeking to arrange terms or 
conditions of employment or refusal to discuss terms or conditions 
of employment. 

3. Court of Industrial Relations. Decisions under the National Labor 
Relations Act are helpful but not controlling upon either the Court 
of Industrial Relations or the Supreme Court. Likewise, decisions 
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under the National Labor Relations Act are of no help or benefit in 
attempting to determine actions absent similar provisions under 
the Nebraska statutes, nor can common practices under other stat- 
utes in other jurisdictions enlarge the statutory power granted the 
Court of Industrial Relations by the Nebraska Legislature. 

4. Court of Industrial Relations: Administrative Law. In the grant 
of power to an administrative agency to legislate such power must 
be limited to the express purpose and administered in accordance 
with standards prescribed in the legislative act. An administrative 
board has no power or authority other than that specifically con- 
ferred upon it by statute or by a construction necessary to accomp- 
lish the purpose of the act. That authority which is necessary to 
accomplish the purpose of the act must be narrowly construed. It 
is fundamental that in the legislative grant of power to an adminis- 
trative agency, such power must be limited to the express legisla- 
tive purpose and administered in accordance with standards 
described in the legislative act. The limitations of the power 
granted and the standards by which the granted powers are to be 
administered must be clearly and definitely stated. They may not 
rest upon indefinite, obscure, or vague generalities or upon extrin- 
sic evidence not readily available. 

5. Court of Industrial Relations: Labor and Labor Relations: Juris- 
diction. In the absence of specific statutory authority the Court of 
Industrial Relations is without jurisdiction to generally find and de- 
clare unfair labor practices. 

6. Court of Industrial Relations: Labor and Labor Relations: Stat- 
utes. The adoption of sections 48-801 to 48-838, R. R. S. 1943, was 
not intended to in any way remove the lawful responsibility nor 
the proper prerogative of public employers in the exercise of their 
recognized management rights or in the exercise of their lawful 
duties, except as may otherwise have been specifically entrusted to 
the Court of Industrial Relations in resolving industrial disputes as 
prescribed by the statutes. 

7. Public Officers and Employees: Labor and Labor Relations. 
Public employees are generally not entitled to collective bargain. 
ing in the sense that private industrial employees are. 

8. Court of Industrial Relations: Jurisdiction. The authority of the 
Court of Industrial Relations is carefully circumscribed. Its pro- 
cedures are prescribed by statute. Its jurisdiction is clearly de- 
fined and is limited to what are clearly legislative concerns. 

9. Court of Industrial Relations: Labor and Labor Relations. The 
Court of Industrial Relations has power and authority upon its own 
initiative to make temporary findings and orders as may be neces- 
sary to preserve and protect the status of the parties’ property and 
public interest involved pending final determination. That author- 
ity does not authorize the Court of Industrial Relations to make 
findings with regard to unfair labor practices or direct a public 
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employer to take any more action than is necessary to preserve 
and protect the status of the parties’ property and public interest 
involved pending final determination of the issues. 

10. Governmental Subdivisions: Labor and Labor Relations. It shall 
be presumed, in the case of governmental subdivisions, such as 
municipalities, counties, power districts, or utility districts with no 
previous history of collective bargaining, that units of employees 
of less than departmental size shall not be appropriate. 


’ Appeal from the Court of Industrial Relations. Af- 
firmed in part, and in part reversed and remanded. 


John C. Gourlay, for appellants. 
J. Murry Shaeffer, for appellee. 


Heard before Krivosua, C. J., BoSLAUGH, McCown, 
CLINTON, BRODKEY, WHITE, and HastTINGs, JJ. 


KRrivosua, C. J. 

This matter involves two separate appeals from 
orders entered by the Court of Industrial Relations 
(CIR) on December 20, 1977. Case No. 41916 is the 
result of a petition filed with the CIR by the Univer- 
sity Police Officers Union, International Brother- 
hood of Police Officers, Local 567, (University Police 
Officers), asking the CIR to declare all commis- 
sioned police officers and all security officers em- 
ployed by the University of Nebraska-Lincoln, De- 
partment of Police and Security, excluding the di- 
rector and three immediate assistants holding author- 
ity subordinate only to the director, as the appropri- 
ate unit for purposes of exclusive representation and 
bargaining. The petition recited that University Po- 
lice Officers had on two occasions requested volun- 
tary recognition and that both requests were denied 
by appellants. For purposes of convenience the ap- 
pellants in this case will be jointly referred to as 
UNL. 

The petition further recited that there were ap- 
proximately 37 employees in the requested unit. 
UNL filed its answer generally denying the claims 
made in the University Police Officers’ petition. 
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UNL further alleged that the CIR did not have juris- 
diction over UNL and even if jurisdiction were pres- 
ent, the proposed bargaining unit was not an appro- 
priate unit. 

On October 19, 1977, while the action in case No. 
41916 was pending before the CIR and before a hear- 
ing was held, a subsequent petition, case No. 41917, 
was filed by University Police Officers with the CIR. 
That petition, supported by affidavits, alleged that 
UNL was harassing and intimidating certain police 
officers because of their union activity in violation of 
section 48-811, R. R. S. 1948. The following day an 
order was entered by the CIR. Said order stated in 
part: ‘‘The Court having convened, and upon the evi- 
dence * * *.’’ Our examination of the record does 
not disclose, however, any hearing having been held 
or any evidence being introduced. Presumably the 
order of the court entered on October 20, 1977, was 
based upon the affidavits filed by University Police 
Officers the day before. What opportunity UNL was 
given to respond to the affidavits or to be heard is 
not made clear by the record. 

In any event, the CIR entered a preemptory pro- 
tective order prohibiting UNL from altering the 
status quo of any of the members of the University 
Police Officers. Said order also prohibited UNL 
from engaging in any action intended to or tending 
to intimidate plaintiff or its members or to encour- 
age such members to abandon plaintiff as a prospec- 
tive bargaining agent. The CIR further specifically 
prohibited UNL from altering the status of, or re- 
classifying, Officer Barbara McGill and Officer 
Mary Fleming. It further ordered that if any 
change in the status quo had been made prior to the 
receipt of the order, such change was to be voided. 

The CIR further ordered UNL to post a copy of its 
order on each bulletin board or other place regularly 
used by UNL to communicate with members of the 
University Police Officers. The CIR consolidated 
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case No. 41917 for trial with case No. 41916, and 
hearing was held on both matters. 

Thereafter, on December 20, 1977, CIR entered its 
opinion and order finding that the CIR had jurisdic- 
tion over UNL; that UNL had committed what the 
CIR described as ‘‘unfair labor practices;’’ that the 
appropriate unit for purposes of bargaining, a unit 
consisting of all commissioned police officers and all 
security officers employed by the University of Ne- 
braska-Lincoln, Department of Police and Security, 
excluding officers of the rank of sergeant and above, 
be established; and it entered certain orders in con- 
nection therewith. The ordered unit was not sought 
by either party. An election to determine whether 
the proposed unit should serve as the exclusive col- 
lective bargaining agent was also ordered by the 
CIR. 

UNL perfected its appeal to this court assigning as 
error three basic propositions: (1) That the CIR 
was without jurisdiction over UNL by reason of the 
provisions of Article VII, section 10, of the Constitu- 
tion of the State of Nebraska, and our holding in 
Board of Regents v. Exon, 199 Neb. 146, 256 N. W. 2d 
330; (2) that the unit designated by the CIR as the 
appropriate unit was inappropriate under the cir- 
cumstances; and (3) that UNL had not committed 
any ‘‘unfair labor practices.’’ The University Police 
Officers cross-appealed maintaining that the CIR 
was in error in excluding, from the appropriate unit, 
officers of the rank of sergeant and above. 

We shall proceed to review these matters individ- 
ually, turning first to the question of whether the 
CIR does in fact have jurisdiction over UNL. 

Article VII, section 10, of the Constitution of the 
State of Nebraska provides in part as follows: ‘The 
general government of the University of Nebraska 
shall, under the direction of the Legislature, be 
vested in a board of not less than six nor more than 
eight regents to be designated the Board of Regents 
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of the University of Nebraska * * *.’”’ In the case of 
Board of Regents v. Exon, supra, this court, in re- 
viewing that section of the Constitution, said, ‘‘Thus, 
although the Legislature may add to or subtract 
from the powers and duties of the Regents, the gen- 
eral government of the University must remain 
vested in the Board of Regents and powers or duties 
that should remain in the Regents cannot be dele- 
gated to other officers or agencies.’’ We there fur- 
ther said, ‘‘The determination of salary schedules 
and the compensation to be paid to the employees of 
the Board of Regents is an integral part of the gen- 
eral government of the University.’’ 

UNL argues that the provisions of the Constitution 
referred to above and our decision in Board of Re- 
gents v. Exon, supra, foreclose any further discus- 
sion in this case... UNL claims that the aforesaid 
clearly establishes that it is constitutionally em- 
powered to set its own salaries and terms and condi- 
tions of employment as an integral part of its gov- 
ernance of the University. Consequently, the Legis- 
lature may not interfere in that function by vesting 
certain authority in the CIR to rule over said UNL 
matters. If we confine our reading only to Article 
VII, section 10, of the Constitution of the State of Ne- 
braska, such a result might seem correct. The Con- 
stitution, however, contains other provisions which 
must be read in connection with Article VII, section 
10, and which must result in reaching a contrary 
conclusion. 

In Anderson v. Tiemann, 182 Neb. 393, 155 N. W. 2d 
322, we said: ‘‘This court has also recognized the 
principle of constitutional interpretation that each 
and every clause in a constitution has been inserted 
for some useful purpose. Constitutional provisions 
should receive even broader and more liberal con- 
struction than statutes, and constitutions are not 
subject to rules of strict construction. See, also, 
School Dist. of Seward Education Assn. v. School 
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Dist. of Seward, 188 Neb. 772, 199 N. W. 2d 752. 

In addition to the provisions of Article VII, section 
10, of the Constitution of the State of Nebraska, the 
Constitution contains Article XV, section 9, which 
provides as follows: ‘‘Laws may be enacted provid- 
ing for the investigation, submission and determina- 
tion of controversies between employers and em- 
ployees in any business or vocation affected with a 
public interest, and for the prevention of unfair busi- 
ness practices and unconscionable gains in any busi- 
ness or vocation affecting the public welfare. An In- 
dustrial Commission may be created for the purpose 
of administering such laws, and appeals shall lie to 
the Supreme Court from the final orders and judg- 
ments of such commission.’’ No exception is made 
for UNL thereunder. It is of significance to note 
that both Article VII, section 10, and Article XV, sec- 
tion 9, of the Nebraska State Constitution were a 
part of the 1920 Constitutional Convention. More- 
over, Article VII, section 10, of the Constitution has 
been amended twice since its adoption. Yet no lan- 
guage has been inserted which in any way exempts 
the provisions of Article VII, section 10, from the 
provisions of Article XV, section 9. We are there- 
fore compelled to read both sections together har- 
moniously. We do not find it difficult to do so. Ar- 
ticle VII, section 10, does indeed grant to the Univer- 
sity of Nebraska the primary general governance of 
the University. In essence, UNL is granted the 
authority in the first instance to govern its opera- 
tion, including the establishment of the salary 
schedules and compensation to be paid its employ- 
ees. It is only when a dispute arises between UNL 
and its employees that the provisions of Article XV, 
section 9, and the provisions of sections 48-801 to 48- 
838, R. R. S. 1943, come into play. There appears to 
be nothing improper or inconsistent with such a re- 
sult. To the extent that UNL can without contro- 
versy establish schedules of wages, terms and condi- 
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tions of employment, and hours of labor, neither the 
Legislature nor anyone else may interfere. If, how- 
ever, a controversy between UNL and its employees 
arises, the Constitution grants to the Legislature 
authority to enact laws to resolve that controversy. 
This is really nothing other than simply prescribing 
a forum wherein controversies involving a public 
employer and its employees may be arbitrated. Cer- 
tainly UNL would not argue that their authority is so 
absolute that an employee could have no recourse 
anywhere if a dispute existed between the employer 
and the employee. 

Further examples of the above are easy to find. 
While UNL does have primary authority over its 
own governance, nevertheless, it is by statute bound 
by the provisions of the Nebraska Workmen’s Com- 
pensation Law, sections 48-192 to 48-1,109, R. R. S. 
1943. Likewise, UNL is subject to the provisions of 
the Nebraska Employment Securities Law, sections 
48-601 to 48-669, R. R. S. 1943. Further examples 
could be given. 

We therefore hold that UNL has primary authority 
for establishing its own schedules of wages, terms 
and conditions of employment, and hours of labor; 
but when an industrial dispute, as defined by section 
48-801 (7), R. R. S. 1943, arises, the CIR acquires jur- 
isdiction for the limited purpose of resolving such 
dispute. Likewise, the CIR acquires jurisdiction for 
resolving an industrial dispute concerning the asso- 
ciation or representation of persons in negotiating, 
fixing, maintaining, changing, or seeking to arrange 
terms or conditions of employment or refusal to dis- 
cuss terms or conditions of employment. As there 
was an industrial dispute in existence, the CIR was 
correct in holding it had jurisdiction over UNL in 
this case. 

We now turn to the next assignment of error. In 
its order of December 20, 1977, the CIR included the 
following: ‘‘We then turn to the far more difficult 
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task of evaluating the evidence and determining the 
issues raised as to illegal practices or what is known 
elsewhere in labor law as ‘unfair labor practices.’ ’”’ 
(Emphasis supplied.) Further in its order the CIR 
recited, ‘‘We note that the NLRB consistently holds 
past practice to be the guide in making decisions un- 
der Section 8a and 8b of the NLRA as to what is or is 
not an unfair labor practice. We consider the NLRB 
practice as sufficient confirmation of our own judg- 
ment as to the standard to be applied, and proceed 
on that basis.’’ 

It would appear from reading the order of the 
CIR that it is of the opinion that it has jurisdiction to 
determine ‘‘what is known elsewhere in labor law as 
‘unfair labor practices.’ ’’ Orders and rulings in 
connection therewith have thus been entered by the 
CIR previously. We have heretofore said that deci- 
sions under the National Labor Relations Act were 
helpful but not controlling upon either the CIR or 
this court. American Fed. of S., C. & M. Emp. v. 
State, 200 Neb. 171, 263 N. W. 2d 643. That declara- 
tion must be carefully understood to mean that deci- 
sions under the NLRB are helpful where there are 
similar provisions under the Nebraska statutes. De- 
cisions under the NLRB are of no help or benefit in 
attempting to determine actions absent similar pro- 
visions under the Nebraska statutes. Nor can com- 
mon practices under other statutes in other jurisdic- 
tions enlarge the statutory power granted the CIR by 
the Legislature. 

In Orleans Education Assn. v. School Dist. of Or- 
leans, 193 Neb. 675, 229 N. W. 2d 172, we said, ‘‘ ‘In 
the grant of power to an administrative agency to 
legislate, such power must be limited to the expressed 
purpose and administered in accordance with stan- 
dards prescribed in the legislative act.’ ’’ Recently, 
in Nebraska P. P. Dist. v. Huebner, 202 Neb. 587, 
276 N. W. 2d 228, we said: ‘‘An administrative 
board has no power or authority other than that 
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specifically conferred upon it by statute or by a con- 
struction necessary to accomplish the purpose of the 
act.’’ That authority which is necessary to accomp- 
lish the purposes of an act must be narrowly con- 
strued. 

It is fundamental that in the legislative grant of 
power to an administrative agency, such power 
must be limited to the expressed legislative purpose 
and administered in accordance with standards de- 
scribed in the legislative act. The limitations of the 
power granted and the standards by which the 
granted powers are to be administered must be 
clearly and definitely stated. They may not rest on 
indefinite, obscure, or vague generalities or upon ex- 
trinsic evidence not readily available. Lincoln 
Dairy Co. v. Finigan, 170 Neb. 777, 104 N. W. 2d 227; 
Gillette Dairy, Inc. v. Nebraska Dairy Products 
Board, 192 Neb. 89, 219 N. W. 2d 214. 

Section 8a of the NLRA specifically provides that 
the doing of certain enumerated acts by an em- 
ployer constitutes an ‘‘unfair labor practice.’’ Like- 
wise, the provisions of section 8b of the NLRA specifi- 
cally provide that the doing of certain enumerated 
acts by the union constitutes an unfair labor prac- 
tice. See 29 U. S. C. 158 (a) and (b). The NLRA 
grants to the NLRB specific authority to enforce its 
orders, including the right to direct the employer to 
take specific action and to enjoin the employer from 
continuing the commission of unfair labor practices. 
See 29 U. 8. C. 160. Likewise, see, Michigan public 
sector laws, Mich. Comp. Laws Ann., §§ 423.210 and 
423.216; Wisconsin public sector laws, Wisc. Stats. 
Ann. § 111.84; and New York Civil Service Law, §§ 
205 and 209 (a). 

No such similar authority can be found in the Ne- 
braska statutes. In the absence of such specific 
authority the CIR is without jurisdiction to generally 
find and declare ‘‘what is known elsewhere in labor 
law as ‘unfair labor practices.’ ’”’ 
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A reading of the applicable provisions of the act 
clearly establishes that the authority of the CIR is 
narrowly described and is limited in scope. In the 
first instance, it is limited to ‘‘industrial disputes’’ 
as defined by section 48-801 (7), R. R. 8S. 1943. These 
include any controversy concerning terms, tenure or 
conditions of employment, or concerning the associ- 
ation or representation of persons in negotiating, fix- 
ing, maintaining, changing, or seeking to arrange 
terms or conditions of employment, or refusal to dis- 
cuss terms or conditions of employment. While this 
may provide in some limited instances authority for 
the CIR to act, it does not grant to the CIR the 
authority to declare unfair labor practices and to 
take action therefor. 

The adoption of sections 48-801 to 48-838, R. R. S. 
1943, was not intended to in any way remove the law- 
ful responsibility or the proper prerogative of pub- 
lic employers in the exercise of their recognized 
management rights, or in the exercise of their law- 
ful duties, except as may otherwise have been spe- 
cifically entrusted to the CIR in resolving industrial 
disputes as prescribed by the statutes. 

In a similar situation involving a school district, 
we attempted in some small measure to point out 
that there are certain areas under the Nebraska 
public sector laws which are ‘rights of manage- 
ment’’.over which no controversy can be created nor 
any authority vested in the CIR. In School Dist. of 
Seward Education Assn. v. School Dist. of Seward, 
188 Neb. 772, 199 N. W. 2d 752, at p. 784, we said, 
‘Without attempting in any way to be specific, or to 
limit the foregoing, we would consider the following 
to be exclusively within the management preroga- 
tive: The right to hire; to maintain order and effi- 
ciency; to schedule work; to control transfers and 
assignments; to determine what extracurricular ac- 
tivities may be supported or sponsored; and to de- 
termine the curriculum, class size, and types of 
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specialists to be employed. The public policy in- 
volved in this legislation is expressed in section 48- 
802, R. R. S. 1948. With this public policy in mind, 
school districts and teacher associations should ne- 
gotiate in good faith within the ambit of their respec- 
tive responsibilities.”’ 

Many of the factors involved in School Dist. of 
Seward Education Assn. v. School Dist. of Seward, 
supra, are not applicable here. It nevertheless does 
point up the fact that not all matters about which the 
public employer and its employees disagree consti- 
tute an industrial dispute over which the CIR obtains 
jurisdiction. This remains so notwithstanding the 
fact that in the private sector such matters or activ- 
ities would be properly before the NLRB and else- 
where might constitute an unfair labor practice. 

A further reading of the act and the powers specif- 
ically granted to the CIR only further strengthens 
that position. Nowhere within the act can there be 
found any provisions similar to section 8a or 8b of 
the NLRA. 

We have early held that in the absence of specific 
statutory authority, public employers do not even 
have the right to negotiate and bargain with public 
employees. In International Brotherhood of Elec- 
trical Workers v. City of Hastings, 179 Neb. 455, 138 
N. W. 2d 822, we said: ‘‘Up to the present time, pub- 
lic employees are generally not entitled to collective 
bargaining in the sense that private industrial em- 
ployees are. See Annotation, 31 A.L.R. 2d 1142. The 
generally accepted rule established in other jurisdic- 
tions on the issue, which we adopt, is that a public 
agency or governmental employer has no legal 
authority to bargain with a labor union in the ab- 
sence of express statutory authority * * *.’’ Like- 
wise, in the case of Orleans Education Assn. v. 
School Dist. of Orleans, supra, we said, in part: 
‘The authority of the Court of Industrial Relations is 
carefully circumscribed. Its procedures are pre- 
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scribed by statute. * * * Its jurisdiction is clearly 
defined and is limited to what are clearly legislative 
concerns. §§ 48-801 (7), 48-810, R. R. S. 1943. The 
Court of Industrial Relations cannot enforce its own 
orders. That is left to the District Court and to this 
court. §§ 48-812, 48-819, R. R. S. 1943.’’ 

In that regard, it is significant to note that section 
48-819, R. R. S. 1943, specifically denies to the CIR 
authority to enforce its own rules. The statute fur- 
ther requires that ‘‘Failure on the part of any person 
to obey any order, decree or judgment of the Court 
of Industrial Relations, either temporary or final, 
shall constitute a contempt of such tribunal in all 
cases where similar failure to obey a similar order, 
decree or judgment of a district court would consti- 
tute a contempt of such tribunal, and upon applica- 
tion to the appropriate district court of the state 
shall be dealt with as would a similar contempt of 
said district court.” 

The only provisions which can be found in the act 
concerning activities of the employer are found in 
section 48-811, R. R. S. 1943, and apply only during 
the pendency of a petition for recognition. That sec- 
tion provides, in part: ‘‘No adverse action by threat 
or harassment shall be taken against any employee 
because of any petition filing by such employee, and 
the employment status of such employee shall not be 
altered in any way pending disposition of the petition 
by the Court.’’ The provisions of section 48-811, R. 
R. S. 1943, do not constitute matters similar to those 
prescribed in sections 8a and 8b of the NLRA. Thus, 
the CIR does not, by reason of section 48-811, R. R. 
S. 1943, have authority to declare unfair labor prac- 
tices. If, in fact, the evidence discloses that a public 
employer is threatening or harassing an employee 
because of any petition filing by such employee, the 
CIR is limited to entering an order directing the em- 
ployer to cease and desist such threat or harassment. 
The CIR has no authority, however, to require any- 


VOL. 203] JANUARY TERM, 1979 17 


University Police Officers Union v. University of Nebraska 


thing further. Upon failure of the public employer 
to cease and desist, action must be brought by the 
employee in the appropriate District Court seeking 
to hold the public employer guilty of contempt of 
court. Other action, which an employee may seek 
in connection with a public employer’s action against 
such employee, must be sought by other means in 
appropriate courts and not before the CIR. To that 
extent, therefore, the ordering of UNL to remove let- 
ters from the employee’s file, the ordering of the 
employer to establish certain times for employee 
evaluation, or the ordering of the reinstatement of 
employees at certain prescribed salaries for certain 
short periods was beyond the authority of the CIR. 
Such action is hereby reversed. Nothing we say 
herein, however, should imply that an employee 
may not have a cause of action if in fact the em- 
ployee’s rights have been violated. Nevertheless, 
that remedy must be sought in the appropriate 
forum and not in the CIR. 

We note that the CIR directed UNL to post a copy 
of its temporary order, and in its opinion of Decem- 
ber 20, 1977, suggested it was considering requiring 
UNL to post ‘‘mea culpa’’ notices. The CIR is with- 
out authority to make such orders. Its authority is 
limited to the provisions of section 48-818, R. R. S. 
1943, wherein it is provided that the CIR’s findings 
and orders may establish or alter the scale of wages, 
hours of labor, or conditions of employment. 

It is true that the CIR has power and authority 
upon its own initiative to make such temporary find- 
ings and orders as may be necessary to preserve 
and protect the status of the parties’ property and 
public interest involved pending final determination. 
The statute is not so broad as to authorize the CIR to 
make findings with regard to unfair labor practices 
or direct a public employer to take any more action 
than is necessary to preserve and protect the status 
of the parties’ property and public interest involved 
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pending final determination of the issues. We will 
not now attempt to enumerate all the possible cir- 
cumstances under which the CIR may exercise its 
authority. We do note, however, that the authority 
granted to the CIR under the present act in general 
and section 48-816, R. R. 8. 1943, in particular, is lim- 
ited in nature. We would anticipate that the CIR 
will exercise that jurisdiction in as narrow a manner 
as may be necessary. 

In view of our holding with regard to the authority 
of the CIR to find and determine ‘‘unfair labor prac- 
tices’”’ it is not of particular importance that we ex- 
amine and comment on the entire record. The rec- 
ord consisted of more than 700 pages of which only 
16 pages concerned the issue involving the determin- 
ation of the appropriate bargaining unit. Neverthe- 
less, we have examined the record. We do believe 
some brief comment may be sufficient to show that 
the record does not establish threats or harassment 
against the employees as contemplated within sec- 
tion 48-811, R. R. 8. 1943. 

One of the complaints made by the police officers 
was that female employees of the police force were 
required to wear a particular style of hat. It was al- 
leged that this requirement was motivated by UNL’s 
antiunion feeling and its desire to threaten or harass 
the employee. The CIR, as a matter of fact, specifi- 
cally found that the department used the ‘‘ineffi- 
ciency”’ of its supply operations to harass Officer 
Citta as union president. Yet a reading of the rec- 
ord discloses that the request for the hat came from 
two of the four female employees affected herein 
and was not instituted by Chief Gade. 

In regard to Officers McGill and Fleming, the tes- 
timony of Mr. Carlbom, Chief Gade, Inspectors 
Duve and Meyers, and Captain Edmunds clearly es- 
tablished that the proposed reclassification was pur- 
sued solely for the employees’ benefit, and that their 
union affiliation was never considered. It is true 
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that what the department sought to do may not have 
been permitted under UNL personnel policy. Never- 
theless the evidence is clear that the transfers were 
intended to provide continued employment opportu- 
nities on a reduced salary basis for two employees 
who otherwise would have been required to discon- 
tinue their employment and use up leave time which 
they otherwise might retain. Both officers were ad- 
vised of the department’s options; both were in- 
formed as to the reasons why the reclassification 
was proposed; both were assured repeatedly that 
this was only temporary in nature; and both officers 
were guaranteed by the head of the department that 
they would be reinstated to their original jobs as 
soon as they were physically able to perform the 
functions of those positions. Such action hardly 
amounts to threats or harassment. 

That leaves us then with but the final question, the 
appropriateness of the bargaining unit. It must be 
kept in mind that actions arising under the provi- 
sions of sections 48-801 to 48-838, R. R. 8. 19438, con- 
cerning appropriate bargaining units are of rela- 
tively recent origin and to some extent both the pub- 
lic employers and public employees, the CIR, and 
this court are seeking to establish appropriate guide- 
lines. In more recent times we have more closely 
adhered to the legislative admonition contained in 
section 48-838 (2), R. R. 8. 1948, wherein the Legisla- 
ture provided: ‘‘It shall be presumed, in the case of 
governmental subdivisions such as municipalities, 
counties, power districts, or utility districts with no 
previous history of collective bargaining, that units 
of employees of less than departmental size shall not 
be appropriate.’’ See American Assn. of University 
Professors v. Board of Regents, 198 Neb. 248, 253 N. 
W. 2d 1; House Officers Assn. v. University of Ne- 
braska Medical Center, 198 Neb. 697, 255 N. W. 2d 
258; and Sheldon Station Employees Assn. v. Ne- 
braska P. P. Dist., 202 Neb. 391, 275 N. W. 2d 816. 
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In order for us, therefore, to find that all commis- 
sioned police officers and all security officers em- 
ployed by the University of Nebraska-Lincoln, De- 
partment of Police and Security, excluding either 
the director and his three immediate assistants hold- 
ing authority subordinate only to the director, as re- 
quested by the police officers or excluding everyone 
with the rank of sergeant or above as directed by the 
CIR, are an appropriate unit, we must find some 
compelling unity of interest as disclosed in the rec- 
ord. At the outset we note that the unit sought by 
the police officers includes not only commissioned 
police officers, but also noncommissioned security 
officers. One of the compelling reasons urged by 
the police officers for the granting of this particular 
unit is the fact that certain of the employees are 
commissioned as deputy sheriffs by the State of Ne- 
braska and special police by the City of Lincoln. It 
must be noted, however, that the granting of that 
authority is not by the employer, but by another, 
over whom the employer has no control. Those 
commissions could be withdrawn just as easily as 
they were granted. The record does not indicate to 
us the great need for those commissions. The evi- 
dence indicates that security personnel at UNO and 
at the Medical Center are not commissioned and do 
not carry weapons yet provide whatever necessary 
security is required at UNO and at the Medical 
Center. The record is totally devoid of any evidence 
as to the need for the officers at UNL to be so com- 
missioned or to carry weapons. While we do not 
question what they are doing, the record does not in- 
dicate to us any significant reasons why the fact that 
they have sought commissions from other govern- 
mental agencies or the fact that they carry weapons 
is sufficient to entitle them to be separate and apart 
from other C-line or B-line employees at UNL. 

The evidence further discloses, notwithstanding 
that some of the police officers carry weapons and 
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are commissioned, others are not, yet all are subject 
to the rules, regulations, and employees handbook 
promulgated by UNL and the state personnel poli- 
cies and procedures. There is no evidence in the 
record upon which the CIR could make a rational 
analysis of those criteria which we have heretofore 
indicated are relevant in evaluating an appropriate 
unit and therefore no evidence is present which we 
can examine or review in this court on appeal. In 
the absence of such evidence, we are not persuaded 
that the clear dictates of section 48-838 (2), R. R. S. 
1943, should be ignored. 

We therefore find a unit consisting of all commis- 
sioned police officers and all security officers em- 
ployed by the University of Nebraska-Lincoln, De- 
partment of Police and Security, excluding the di- 
rector and his three immediate assistants holding 
authority subordinate only to the director, as re- 
quested by the police officers, is not appropriate. 
We also find a unit consisting of all commissioned 
police officers and all security officers employed by 
the University of Nebraska-Lincoln, Department of 
Police and Security, excluding the rank of sergeant 
and above, as provided by the CIR, is not appro- 
priate. It would appear to us, in the absence of evi- 
dence to the contrary, that the dictates of section 48- 
838 (2), R. R. 8S. 1943, should be followed. 

For the reasons more particularly set out above, 
the order of the Court of Industrial Relations is af- 
firmed in part, and in part reversed and remanded 
with directions in accordance with this opinion. 

AFFIRMED IN PART, AND IN PART REVERSED 
AND REMANDED. 
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NICK CRNKOVICH, APPELLANT, V. CARL SCALETTA ET AL., 
APPELLEES. 
277 N. W. 2d 416 


Filed April 10, 1979. No. 41918. 


1. Releases. A release which is confined to certain claims or de- 
mands arising from a particular matter operates to release the 
particular claim or demand specified but does not necessarily re- 
lease other claims or demands arising from the same matter, par- 
ticularly those expressly excepted from its operation. 

2. Summary Judgments. The moving party is not entitled to sum- 
mary judgment except where there exists no genuine issue as to 
any material fact and where under the facts he is entitled to judg- 
ment as a matter of law. Summary judgment is an extreme rem- 
edy and should be awarded only when the issue is clear beyond 
all doubt. Any reasonable doubt touching the existence of a ma- 
terial issue of fact must be resolved against the moving party. 
Upon a motion for summary judgment the court examines the evi- 
dence, not to decide any issue of fact, but to discover if any real 
issue of fact exists. 

3. Property: Negligence: Damages. An excavating owner is liable, 
irrespective of negligence, for damages caused by depriving ad- 
joining land, in its natural state, of lateral support even if an inde- 
pendent contractor performed the work, if the damage was a nec- 
essary consequence of the excavation. 

4. Property: Negligence: Contracts: Trespass. Where a trespass 
is committed by an independent contractor, the other party to the 
contract is not liable for the trespass unless such other party con- 
trols the work or authorizes the specific act. 


Appeal from the District Court for Douglas County: 
RUDOLPH TESAR, Judge. Reversed and remanded. 


Clayton H. Shrout, for appellant. 


Paul E. Watts, Gerald E. Moran, Robert C. Sigler, 
and Julianne M. Dunn, for appellee Carl Scaletta. 


Robert M. Oberman, for appellee Citta Excavat- 
ing & Wrecking Co. 


Heard before SPENCER, Retired Justice, BOSLAUGH, 
CLINTON, and Wuite, JJ., and Bartu, District Judge. 


BartTUu, District Judge. 
This is an appeal from a dismissal of the plaintiff 
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Crnkovich’ petition upon motion of the defendants 
Scaletta and Citta Excavating and Wrecking Co. for 
summary judgment. Plaintiff’s second amended 
petition alleged that Crnkovich and Scaletta were 
owners of adjoining lots in Southside Acres Addition 
in Douglas County, Nebraska; that Citta is an exca- 
vation contractor; that Scaletta contracted with 
Citta to excavate and level Scaletta’s lot; and that in 
the course of doing this work Citta, at the request of 
Scaletta, drove heavy equipment upon Crnkovich’ 
lot and damaged a driveway and, also at Scaletta’s 
request, trespassed upon the plaintiff’s lot and exca- 
vated a portion thereof in such a manner as to de- 
prive Crnkovich of access to the back part of the lot 
and also deprive Crnkovich’ lot of lateral support. 

The petition purports to state four causes of ac- 
tion, but it is clear it states but one cause which is a 
trespass continuing over a period of time with var- 
ious claimed elements of damage, to wit, - damage to 
the driveway, the cost of restoring the lot to its 
former condition by filling the excavation, the cost 
of building a retaining wall to compensate for the 
loss of lateral support, alleged loss of rent from ten- 
ants who moved because of loss of parking, and loss 
of use of the rear portion of the lot for commercial 
storage of automobiles. The damage to the drive- 
way was enumerated as cause of action No. I; the 
other elements of damage as causes II through IV. 

Both defendants answered by general denial and 
pled the affirmative defense of release. Citta 
alleged that for a valuable consideration, on July 26, 
1976, the plaintiff executed and delivered to Citta a 
release for all damage. Scaletta pled Crnkovich’ 
release of Citta and that such release also consti- 
tuted a release as to him. 

At the hearing on the motion for summary judg- 
ment, evidence was introduced as follows: (1) The 
release, which Crnkovich admits to executing and 
delivering and for which he admits receiving the 
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stated consideration of $1,250, is admitted; (2) the 
deposition of Crnkovich; (3) answers of Scaletta to 
interrogatories; (4) Crnkovich’ answers to interrog- 
atories; and (5) the affidavit of Scaletta’s attorneys. 
The affidavit of the attorneys may be disregarded as 
it contains no evidentiary matter and consists 
simply of legal or factual conclusions. 

The first paragraph of the release recites that in 
consideration of the sum of $1,250, receipt of which is 
acknowledged, Crnkovich releases and discharges 
Northwestern National Insurance Co., its successors 
and assigns, from any and all claims and demands, 
actions, and causes of action in any way growing out 
of or connected with any claims which Crnkovich 
has or may have under a certain insurance policy is- 
sued by the company to Citta Excavating Co. insofar 
as it relates to any damages to the property at 5705 
South 60th Street, Omaha, Nebraska. Crnkovich 
then agrees to dismiss his first cause of action in his 
second amended petition. 

The release also contains the following: ‘‘Itis fur- 
ther understood and agreed that this release extends 
to Northwestern National Insurance Co., and to Citta 
Excavating and Wrecking Co., Citta Excavating Co. 
and George Citta, Jr. but only as to the First Cause 
of Action (damage to driveway) of the undersigned’s 
Second Amended Petition filed in the District Court 
of Douglas County, Nebraska as aforesaid. 

“It is further understood and agreed that the un- 
dersigned reserves all his rights to proceed against 
Citta Excavating and Wrecking Co., Citta Excavat- 
ing Co. and George Citta, Jr. as to any claims and 
causes of action not specifically released herein.”’ 

Citta argues the release of any portion of the cause 
of action releases the entire cause and, since Crnko- 
vich had only one cause of action, the release, des- 
pite the limiting language, released all claims and 
demands. 

Scaletta argues the plaintiff had but one cause of 
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action; that despite the limiting language of the re- 
lease, all of Crnkovich’ claims are barred; that the 
release of Citta releases Scaletta because his liabil- 
ity, if any, is only vicarious and the release of the 
party for whose acts he is allegedly responsible re- 
leases him; and that he is not responsible for the 
acts of Citta as an independent contractor. 

Citta relies upon Fitzgerald v. Union Stock Yards 
Co., 89 Neb. 393, 1381 N. W. 612, for support of the 
proposition that a release of a portion of a cause of 
action releases the whole. Fitzgerald does not stand 
for that proposition. It stands for the following 
propositions: ‘‘If one of several joint wrongdoers 
makes full payment of damages caused by injury 
done, there can be no further recovery for the same 
injury. 

“Tf one of several joint wrongdoers makes settle- 
ment with the injured party and pays him damages 
which he agrees to receive and does receive as full 
compensation for all damages sustained, it will re- 
lease all of the joint wrongdoers. 

“Settlement with one of several joint wrongdoers 
and payment of damages is not a defense to an ac- 
tion against another, unless it was agreed between 
the parties to the settlement that such payment was 
in full of all damages suffered.’’ Fitzgerald v. 
Union Stock Yards Co., supra, did not deal at all 
with the question of whether a release, which spe- 
cifically relates to one element of damage and spe- 
cifically reserves the right of action on others, nec- 
essarily releases the entire cause. One can draw 
quite a contrary inference from the discussion in the 
opinion, for it states a release of one joint tort-feasor 
upon payment of only a portion of the damages 
claimed does not release the other joint tort-feasor 
from a claim for the remainder of the damages suf- 
fered. 

It appears to be the general rule that a release 
which is confined to certain claims or demands aris- 
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ing from a particular matter operates to release the 
particular claim or demand specified but does not 
necessarily release other claims or demands arising 
from the same matter, particularly those expressly 
excepted from its operation. Cover v. Platte Valley 
Public Power & Irr. Dist., 162 Neb. 146, 75 N. W. 2d 
661; Wise v. Nu-Tone Co., 148 Colo. 574, 367 P. 2d 346; 
Summit Constr. v. Yeager, 28 Colo. App. 110, 470 P. 
2d 870; Foundry Systems v. Industry Dev. Corp., 124 
Ga. App. 589, 185 S. E. 2d 94; Stewart v. No. Carolina 
Mut. Life Ins. Co., 187 Pa. Super. 270, 144 A. 2d 507; 
76 C. J. 8., Release, § 51, p. 695. 

The release is not ambiguous. It clearly applies 
only to the claim of damage to the driveway. When 
considered in the light of the second amended peti- 
tion to which it refers, it plainly excludes claims for 
damages resulting from the excavation and removal 
of earth from a portion of the Crnkovich lot. We 
hold the release does not bar Crnkovich’ claim 
against Citta for that damage. 

We now consider the contention of Scaletta. As 
already noted, Fitzgerald v. Union Stock Yards Co., 
supra, holds a complete release of a joint tort-feasor 
releases the other joint tort-feasors. However, Fitz- 
gerald, in the general discussion of the subject of the 
release of joint tort-feasors, points out that where 
the release is clearly only a partial release of a 
claim or cause of action, the release operates to re- 
lieve the joint tort-feasor who is not a party to the 
instrument only to that extent. 

If Scaletta is neither a joint tort-feasor with Citta, 
nor vicariously liable for Citta’s acts, he would not 
be subject to liability at all, for it is not claimed he 
did any act himself which resulted in the damage. 
We hold the release does not bar any lawful claims 
the plaintiff may have against Scaletta other than 
for the claim of damages to the driveway. 

We must next determine whether or not the record 
discloses the District Court was for some other reason 
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correct in granting the motion for summary judg- 
ment. 

“The moving party is not entitled to summary 
judgment except where there exists no genuine issue 
as to any material fact and where under the facts he 
is entitled to judgment as a matter of law. 

‘Summary judgment is an extreme remedy and 
should be awarded only when the issue is clear be- 
yond all doubt. Any reasonable doubt touching the 
existence of a material issue of fact must be re- 
solved against the moving party. 

‘“‘Upon a motion for summary judgment the court 
examines the evidence, not to decide any issue of 
fact, but to discover if any real issue of fact exists.’’ 
Barnes v. Milligan, 196 Neb. 50, 241 N. W. 2d 508. 

Crnkovich’ deposition testimony would justify the 
inference that Citta went upon Crnkovich’ lot with 
earth-moving machinery and, without permission, 
excavated an area approximately 40 feet by 10 feet 
to a depth of 20 feet and removed the earth and 
hauled it away; the excavation was such that Crnko- 
vich was deprived of access to a portion of his lot 
lying behind the building; and, in order to restore 
the lot to its former condition, fill would be required 
and 190 feet of retaining wall would have to be built. 

As to Scaletta’s part in the transaction, the plain- 
tiff testified: ‘‘Q. Mr. Scaletta told you that he had 
given permission to Citta to take dirt off from Sca- 
letta’s property; is that correct? A. Right.’’ In an- 
swer to interrogatories, Scaletta stated: ‘‘Defen- 
dant gave ‘Okay’ to Citta Excavating and Wrecking 
Co., to remove some dirt on his property at 5701 
South 60th Street. He did not hire or contract with 
anyone.’’ Also in answer to interrogatories, Scaletta 
stated he never had any notice of Citta going upon 
Crnkovich’ lot and knew nothing of it, and did not 
know Crnkovich had been damaged. Crnkovich, in 
his deposition, testified he had a conversation with 
Scaletta about the ‘‘digging on Scaletta’s land or on 
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your land?’’ His answer was: ‘‘Well, when they 
dug in there and I approached him on that, and he 
told me how he was going to build a building and so 
on, and that he was going to put the block building, 
and of course the dirt would fill up to the building, 
which sounded all right.’’ This conversation oc- 
curred after the ‘‘hole’’ on his property had been 
dug. Crnkovich stated he began to get worried 
when ‘‘he [Scaletta] failed to live up to his promis- 
ing (sic) of filling this.’’ Scaletta told Crnkovich 
that Citta knew where to dig, indicating he knew 
where the lot line was, and said, ‘‘ ‘You can go talk 
to him, I can do nothing for you.’ ”’ 

Scaletta would be liable for Citta’s trespass only 
if, as alleged in the petition, he either directed or 
‘“‘authorized’’ him to commit the trespass, or if the 
damage in the form of loss of lateral support was the 
necessary result of what Scaletta authorized to be 
done on his own lot. The rules are: ‘‘An excavating 
owner is liable, irrespective of negligence, for dam- 
ages caused by depriving of lateral support adjoin- 
ing land in its natural state, even though an indepen- 
dent contractor performed the work, if the damage 
was a necessary consequence of the excavation.’’ 
2 C. J. 8., Adjoining Landowners, § 25, p. 27. 
McKamy v. Bonanza Sirloin Pit, Inc., 195 Neb. 325, 
237 N. W. 2d 865. ‘‘Where the trespass is done by an 
independent contractor, the other party is not liable 
for it when it is not authorized in any way by the 
contract unless such other party controls the work 
or authorizes the specific act.’’ 87 C. J. 8., Tres- 
pass, § 31, c. (5) (b), p. 989. 

It appears there is a disputed question of fact, so 
far as Scaletta is concerned, as to whether he di- 
rected the trespass, whether the damage was the 
necessary result of work which he authorized to be 
done on his own property, or whether he retained 
control of the work. 

Citta presented no counteraffidavit or testimony 
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to deny having done the excavation as alleged. 

It appears there are disputed questions of material 
fact relating to the possible liability of both defen- 
dants for damages, other than to the driveway, 
which must be resolved at trial. 

REVERSED AND REMANDED. 


DONALD E.. MILLER AND NoRMA H. MILLER, APPELLEES, 
v. WESTWOOD HomMgs, INcC., A NEBRASKA CORPORATION, 
APPELLANT. 

277 N. W. 2d 420 


Filed April 10, 1979. No. 41956. 


1. Summary Judgments. Summary judgment is proper where there 
is no genuine issue of material fact and the moving party is entitled 
to judgment. 

2. Trial: Motions, Rules, and Orders: Pleadings. A motion for leave 
to file an amended answer, particularly after the matter is sub- 
mitted, is addressed to the sound discretion of the trial court. 


Appeal from the District Court for Saunders County: 
Bryce Bartu, Judge. Affirmed. 


Robert C. Doyle of Walsh, Walentine & Miles, for 
appellant. 


A. James McArthur, for appellees. 


Heard before BosLAUGH, McCown, CLInTon, and 
Waite, JJ., and Reimer, District Judge. 


BosLAUGH, J. 

This was an action for specific performance of a 
real estate contract involving the sale of 58 lots in 
Westridge Knolls, First Addition Replat in Ceresco, 
Nebraska, to the defendant. The trial court sus- 
tained the plaintiff's motion for summary judgment 
and ordered the defendant to perform. The defen- 
dant has appealed. 

On August 25, 1975, the defendant purchased the 
lots from the plaintiffs for the purpose of construct- 
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ing residences upon them. The contract provided 
for a downpayment and the ‘‘closing”’ on lots on an 
installment basis as follows: ‘‘a. Buyer agrees to 
close on two (2) lots on or before April 1, 1976 or 
whenever lots are available for building but not later 
that (sic) July 1, 1976. Lots shall be deemed ready 
for building when water, electrical, paving and sani- 
tary sewer connections, which have been approved 
by the Village of Ceresco, are available to such lots 
and available for hookup to the city system. 

‘>. Buyer shall close on three additional lots with- 
in sixty (60) days after closing on the first two (2) 
lots as set out in sub-paragraph (a) above. Buyer 
shall close on Five (5) additional lots within ninety 
(90) days after closing on the first two (2) lots as set 
out in sub-paragraph (a) above. 

“ec, That thereafter Buyer must close on at least 
five (5) additional lots per month, provided how- 
ever, if Buyer closes on more than five (5) lots in 
any single month Buyer may be given credit at his 
option for such closing in excess of five made in any 
single month to apply toward this minimum require- 
ment in any later month.”’ 

The contract further provided: ‘‘Buyer’s obliga- 
tion to close on any lots as herein provided shall be 
contingent and conditioned upon Seller’s fulfillment 
of the following conditions: a. Immediately upon 
execution of this agreement Sellers shall undertake 
to install at their own expense the following improve- 
ments for each lot: Paving, water, which can be 
hooked up to the Village system, sanitary sewer, 
which can be hooked up for discharge to the Village 
sewer system, and electrical service. That all such 
installations shall be done in accordance with the 
law and with the approval of the Village of Ceresco, 
and the obtaining of all such permits, inspections or 
approval shall be solely the responsibility of the Sell- 
ers. Sellers further warrant that such installations 
shall be accepted by the Village of Ceresco by July 1, 
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1976. The cost of the engeneering (sic), installation, 
permits and inspections for the various improve- 
ments herein set out shall be borne solely by the 
Sellers. Said improvements shall be free of lien or 
assesment (sic).’’ 

The plaintiffs completed the installation of water 
and sewer mains to serve the property but problems 
developed with respect to the capacity of the water 
and sewer facilities of Ceresco. On November 24, 
1976, the plaintiffs and the defendant entered into a 
supplemental agreement which modified the agree- 
ment of August 25, 1975, ‘‘by extending the closing 
date on the lots commencing with ones to be closed 
on December 1, 1976 by 90 days from and after the 
date the Village grants to Westwood permits on any 
lots purchased by Westwood from Miller covered by 
the above contract, said extension, however, not to 
extend beyond March 1, 1977 in any event.”” (Em- 
phasis supplied. ) 

This action was commenced on May 9, 1977. The 
defendant’s answer alleged that the village of 
Ceresco had failed and refused to grant permits for 
the construction of houses on the property not yet 
closed upon as described in plaintiffs’ petition until 
such time as the village’s new water system was 
completely in operation. 

After the plaintiffs’ motion for summary judgment 
had been filed, the defendant obtained leave to take 
the deposition of the chairman of the village board. 
The chairman testified that the village water system 
was not adequate; that the village board had deter- 
mined not to grant any further building permits or 
permit new connections to the village water system; 
and on three occasions requests for building permits 
by the defendant had been refused. The defendant 
had been granted building permits since that time 
but the water problem still existed. 

The record indicates the motion for summary 
judgment was heard on November 18, 1977. On No- 
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vember 22, 1977, the defendant asked leave to file an 
amended answer alleging that prior to execution of 
the purchase agreement the plaintiffs knew or had 
reason to know that the village had asserted or 
would assert there were sewer and water problems 
which would or could prevent the defendant from ob- 
taining sewer and water connections; that the plain- 
tiffs had a duty to disclose these facts to the defend- 
ant and failed to do so; and that defendant’s plan to 
construct houses upon the lots to be purchased from 
the plaintiffs was frustrated by the failure of the vil- 
lage to issue building, water, and sewer construction 
permits. The record is not clear but, apparently, 
leave to file the amended answer was refused. 

The controlling issue in the case is the interpreta- 
tion of the contract between the parties. The orig- 
inal agreement was conditioned upon there being 
water and sewer service to the property. We think 
this meant water and sewer service that could be 
used by the purchasers of the lots and not merely the 
installation of mains that could not be used because 
the facilities of the village were inadequate to per- 
mit new residential connections. 

However, the supplemental agreement of Novem- 
ber 24, 1976, which was entered into after the prob- 
lem of inadequate facilities had fully developed and 
was known to both parties, provided that the exten- 
sion on closing granted the defendant should not 
‘extend beyond March 1, 1977 in any event.’’ What- 
ever right the defendant may have had under the 
original agreement to delay closing was waived by 
the supplemental agreement which required closing 
after March 1, 1977. 

A motion for leave to file an amended answer, 
particularly after the matter has been submitted, is 
addressed to the sound discretion of the trial court. 
McCarty v. Morrow, 173 Neb. 643, 114 N. W. 2d 512. 
The record here does not show an abuse of discretion. 

There was no genuine issue of material fact and 
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the plaintiffs were entitled to judgment. The judg- 
ment of the District Court is affirmed. 
AFFIRMED. 


MONARCH CHEMICAL WORKS, INC., A CORPORATION, 
APPELLEE, V. CITY OF OMAHA, A MUNICIPAL CORPORATION, 
APPELLANT. 

277 N. W. 2d 423 


Filed April 10, 1979. No. 41963. 


1. Equity: Appeal and Error. In an appeal in an equity action, it 
is the duty of this court to try issues of fact de novo upon the record 
and to reach an independent conclusion without reference to the 
findings of the District Court. 

2. Injunction: Eminent Domain: Damages. Injunction is a proper 
form of remedy in which to present the question of unlawful or 
improper exercise of the power of eminent domain and proof of 
the attempt to so deprive a private citizen of an estate in his prop- 
erty makes the resulting damage irreparable and the legal rem- 
edy inadequate. 

3. Constitutional Law: Eminent Domain: Injunction: Property. 
The sovereign nature of the power of eminent domain is such that 
the function of the courts is limited to a determination of whether 
constitutional provisions have been violated, and if they have not, 
the right of the Legislature to exercise it in any manner it sees 
fit must be sustained. If the property be taken irregularly, or if the 
taking is not for a public purpose, the owner can proceed against 
the taker the same as any other trespasser by injunction, eject- 
ment, or any other available remedy. 

4. Municipal Corporations: Statutes: Property. The taking of sub- 
standard or blighted areas by a city for redevelopment and re- 
sale in accordance with an approved redevelopment plan which is 
in conformity with a general plan for the municipality as a whole, 
all as provided for in the Nebraska Community Development Law, 
section 18-2101 et seq., R. R. S. 1943, is a proper public use for a 
municipality. 

5. Municipal Corporations: Eminent Domain: Property. The 
acquisition of property whether by voluntary methods or by eminent 
domain to carry out a redevelopment plan must be provided for in 
and be in accordance with such plan. 


Appeal from the District Court for Douglas County: 
SAMUEL P. CaNIGLia, Judge. Affirmed. 
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Herbert M. Fitle, City Attorney, and James E. Fel- 
lows, for appellant. 


August P. Ross and Ross & Mason, for appellee. 


Heard before Krivosua, C. J., McCown, CLINTON, 
and HastTincs, JJ., and L. W. KELLy, JR., District 
Judge. 


HASTINGS, J. 

The defendant, City of Omaha, filed a condemna- 
tion proceeding in the county court of Douglas 
County seeking to condemn certain of plaintiff's 
property lying north of Woodland Road, east of 23rd 
Street, South of ‘‘J’’ Avenue, and west of 25th Street, 
all being within the general area designated as East 
Omaha. Plaintiff filed an action in the District 
Court seeking to enjoin this proceeding for the rea- 
sons that the property sought to be condemned was 
to eliminate incompatible land uses and the land to 
be acquired would be redeveloped for industrial and 
commercial purposes and that a city is prohibited by 
Article XIII, section 2, Constitution of Nebraska, 
from acquiring property for manufacturing or indus- 
trial enterprises by condemnation. The defendant 
alleged as its authority the Community Development 
Law, sections 18-2101 to 18-2146, R. R. S. 1948, which 
it claimed specifically authorized the City to proceed 
in condemnation. After trial, the District Court en- 
tered a decree finding that the taking of said prop- 
erty was not for a public purpose within the author- 
ity of the City of Omaha, and permanently enjoined 
the condemnation proceedings. Defendant appeals, 
assigning as errors the failure of the District Court 
to find that the taking of plaintiff's lands was for a 
public purpose and that plaintiff failed to show irre- 
parable harm so as to be entitled to injunctive relief. 

‘In an appeal in an equity action, it is the duty of 
this court to try issues of fact de novo upon the rec- 
ord and to reach an independent conclusion thereon 
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without reference to the findings of the District 
Court.” Biggerstaff v. Ostrand, 199 Neb. 808, 261 N. 
W. 2d 750 (1978). 

Taking defendant’s contentions in reverse order, 
we examine the claim of no showing of irreparable 
harm. As stated in Burger v. City of Beatrice, 181 
Neb. 213, 147 N. W. 2d 784 (1967): ‘‘The rule is: This 
court is committed to the rule that injunction is a 
proper action in which to present the question of un- 
lawful or improper exercise of the power of eminent 
domain.’’ Although it has always been assumed 
that one having title to his land improperly taken 
suffers irreparable harm, we have never specifically 
so stated. 

In Osborne v. Missouri Pacific R. Co., 147 U. S. 
248, 13S. Ct. 299, 37 L. Ed. 155 (1893), although deny- 
ing relief because there had been no direct taking of 
an estate, but only the infliction of damages, the 
court stated: ‘‘Whenever the power of eminent do- 
main is about to be exercised without compliance 
with the conditions upon which the authority for its 
exercise depends, courts of equity are not curious in 
analyzing the grounds upon which they rest their 
interposition. 

“Equitable jurisdiction may be invoked in view of 
the inadequacy of the legal remedy where the injury 
is destructive or of a continuous character or irre- 
parable in its nature; and the appropriation of pri- 
vate property to public use, under color of law, but 
in fact without authority, is such an invasion of pri- 
vate rights as may be assumed to be essentially irre- 
mediable, if, indeed, relief may not be awarded ex 
debito justice.’”’ 

A similar theory is expressed in Canda Realty 
Co. v. Carteret, 136 N. J. Eq. 550, 42 A. 2d 859 (1945), 
where again the injunction was denied, this time be- 
cause of laches. The court nevertheless laid down 
this rule: ‘‘I acknowledge that in such cases the 
principle upon which the court interferes does not 
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rest so dependently upon the destructive and irre- 
parable nature of the threatened or actual trespass 
or the inadequacy of the legal remedy as it does 
upon the pre-eminent obligation to support the 
sacred constitutional inhibition against arbitrary ac- 
tion of functionaries clothed with the power of em- 
inent domain * **. The courage of judicial tribunals 
to safeguard constitutional rights and to prevent 
public authorities from using powers which the con- 
stitution has not bestowed upon them is an indispen- 
sable constituent of the art of self-government.’’ 

We therefore amplify the rule to read that injunc- 
tion is a proper form of remedy in which to present 
the question of unlawful or improper exercise of the 
power of eminent domain, and proof of the attempt 
to so deprive a private citizen of an estate in his 
property makes the resulting damage irreparable 
and the legal remedy inadequate. There is no merit 
to defendant’s second assignment of error. 

This litigation arose out of defendant’s utilization 
of Nebraska’s Community Development Law, sec- 
tions 18-2101 to 18-2144, R. R. S. 1943. In a general 
way, this law authorizes a city to define and acquire 
substandard or blighted areas and redevelop them in 
accordance with an approved redevelopment plan 
which in turn shall conform to the general plan for 
the municipality as a whole. Section 18-2103 (12), R. 
R. 8S. 1943, provides in part as follows: ‘‘Redevelop- 
ment project shall mean any work or undertaking in 
one or more urban renewal areas: (a) To acquire 
substandard or blighted areas or portions thereof, 
including lands, structures, or improvements the 
acquisition of which is necessary or incidental to the 
proper clearance, development, or redevelopment of 
such substandard or blighted areas; * * * (c) to sell, 
lease, or otherwise make available land in such 
areas for residential, recreational, commercial, in- 
dustrial, or other use or for public use or to retain 
such land for public use, in accordance with a rede- 
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velopment plan; * * * (d) to acquire real property in 
an urban renewal area which, under the redevelop- 
ment plan, is to be repaired or rehabilitated for 
dwelling use or related facilities, repair or rehabili- 
tate the structures, and resell the property; * * *.’”’ 

Section 18-2103(13), R. R. S. 1943, goes on to say: 
‘“‘Redevelopment plan shall mean a plan, as it exists 
from time to time for one or more urban renewal 
areas, or for a redevelopment project, which plan 
(a) shall conform to the general plan for the munici- 
pality as a whole; and (b) shall be sufficiently com- 
plete to indicate such land acquisition, demolition 
and removal of structures, redevelopment, improve- 
ments, and rehabilitation as may be proposed to be 
carried out in the urban renewal area, zoning and 
planning changes, if any, land uses, maximum den- 
sities, and building requirements;’’. 

On June 24, 1975, the Omaha city council passed an 
ordinance adopting a Community Development 
Master Plan which projected the area within which 
plaintiff’s land is located under the zoning classifica- 
tion of ‘‘New In-Town Industrial Parks.’’ Following 
that, on the 9th day of March 1976, the council by 
resolution approved the East Omaha Redevelop- 
ment Plan. This plan, in accordance with the 
Master Plan, provided for redeveloping the entire 
East Omaha area into a nonresidential neighborhood 
which would ‘‘result in retention of the existing job- 
providing, revenue-producing industries within the 
area and avoid their expensive relocation costs. It 
will also provide the city with marketable commercial 
and industrial sites which, upon their resale, will en- 
able the city to recapture some of its development 
costs while at the same time ensuring that East 
Omaha will be a viable, tax producing area in the fu- 
ture.’’ See East Omaha Redevelopment Plan, Report 
No. 181, p. 00012. Continuing, the plan provides: ‘‘It 
should be noted that not all property located within 
the East Omaha Study Area will be acquired by the 
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city. Property owned by resident industries and 
businesses for their future expansion and vacant 
property owned by investment corporations will not 
be purchased.’’ Although the original plan did not 
specifically authorize the use of the power of 
eminent domain, it could be assumed that it was 
contemplated in the future if all land scheduled for 
acquisition had not been acquired by voluntary 
means by the end of 1978. 

At this point it might be well to refer to the evi- 
dence presented in the District Court relating to the 
present ownership and use of the land sought to be 
condemned. Marvin Walenz, president of Monarch 
Chemical Works, Inc., the plaintiff in this action, 
testified that the land was owned by the corporation, 
and that although not presently utilized in its refin- 
ing process, this vacant land was necessary in its 
continued operation. ‘‘It is so necessary that if we 
don’t have it, we have to sell it and move the re- 
maining plant to another location.’’ Presently, 
there are plans to build two 4,000,000-gallon storage 
tanks on the particular property to take care of off- 
season purchase of construction-type asphalt. Al- 
though on cross-examination it was brought out that 
Monarch had neither firm financing nor structural 
drawings, there seems to be no evidence contradict- 
ing the claim that this is ‘‘property owned by a resi- 
dent industry for its future expansion’’ within the de- 
scription of property not to be acquired by the City 
of Omaha as set forth in its East Omaha Re- 
development Plan. 

Sometime after approval of the redevelopment 
plan, the State of Nebraska selected plaintiff's prop- 
erty as the site for the proposed minimum-medium 
security complex, and commenced negotiations with 
the defendant to acquire the property by eminent do- 
main proceedings under the East Omaha Redevelop- 
ment Plan and sell the same to the State of Ne- 
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braska. As a consequence of those negotiations, by 
resolution passed September 28, 1976, the City of 
Omaha amended the East Omaha Redevelopment 
Plan to specifically provide for the acquisition of 
nonvolunteer property, commencing with the year 
1979, except that special authorization was given to 
acquire, by January 1, 1977, if possible, land for the 
minimum-medium security facility. The resolution 
made the use of the power of eminent domain for 
this particular area subject to a written contract 
with the State of Nebraska proposing to proceed 
with this site for its project. On March 15, 1977, 
such a contract was executed which provided for the 
state to pay to the City of Omaha the total acquisi- 
tion and relocation costs not to exceed $495,000 and 
as to any excess requirements, the City agreed to 
absorb those costs. It might be noted in passing 
that no other amendment was made to the redevel- 
opment plan, i.e., to change the purpose of the plan 
to develop a portion of the East Omaha area into a 
site for a penal complex or to change the provision 
that ‘‘property owned by resident industries for their 
future expansion * * * will not be purchased.”’ 

Some 8 months after the resolution of September 
1976, the defendant City of Omaha filed the condem- 
nation action which prompted the present proceed- 
ings. 

The issue here is not whether a city has the power 
of eminent domain to acquire real estate for a public 
use and to later sell portions thereof no longer 
needed by it, as claimed by the defendant. Clearly 
it has such power under the provisions of section 14- 
374, R. R. S. 1943. Nor is there any problem with 
plaintiff’s claim that Article XIII, section 2, Consti- 
tution of Nebraska, prohibits a city from using the 
power of eminent domain to acquire and develop 
sites for manufacturing and industrial sites. The 
acquiring of property under the Community Develop- 
ment Law depends upon a very different public pur- 
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pose than that expressed in the above-quoted consti- 
tutional provision. Also, we need not concern our- 
selves with plaintiff’s contention that the condemna- 
tion must be for a ‘‘public use of the municipality,’’ 
as stated in Burger v. City of Beatrice, 181 Neb. 213, 
147 N. W. 2d 784 (1967), because by the plain mean- 
ing of the redevelopment plan and contract with the 
State of Nebraska, the property is ostensibly being 
acquired as part of the redevelopment plan and is 
being sold as ‘‘marketable commercial and indus- 
trial sites which, upon their resale, will enable the 
city to recapture some of its development costs 
while at the same time ensuring that East Omaha 
will be a viable, tax producing area in the future.’’ 
See East Omaha Redevelopment Plan, Report No. 
181, as amended September 7, 1976. This is as it 
must be because there is no contention on the part of 
defendant that it seeks to acquire this property for a 
public municipal use as a penal complex, but rather 
as a part of its redevelopment plan. 

Although there are no Nebraska cases on the sub- 
ject, there is no longer any real controversy over the 
proposition that the acquisition of lands for slum 
elimination, slum prevention, rehabilitation of sub- 
standard areas for low-cost housing, community de- 
velopment, or industrial development are legitimate 
public uses. In Romeo v. Cranston Redevelop. 
Agency, 105 R. I. 651, 254 A. 2d 426 (1969), that court 
said: ‘‘We therefore hold that the clearance, re- 
planning, redevelopment, rehabilitation and im- 
provement of an ‘arrested blighted area’ as that 
term is set forth in the statute constitutes a public 
use and is constitutionally permissible.’’ To the 
same effect is Chi. Land Clearance Com. v. White, 
411 Ill. 310, 104 N. E. 2d 236 (1952): ‘‘Quite appro- 
priate is this statement appearing in the Zurn case 
(389 Ill. 114], at page 129: ‘The redevelopment of 
slum and blight areas, * * * constitutes a public use 
and a public purpose, regardless of the use which 
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may be made of the property after the redevelop- 
ment has been achieved.’ ’’ 

Although the necessity and expediency of a taking 
of private property for a public use is a legislative 
question, whether the intended use is in fact a public 
use is a judicial question. ‘‘The sovereign nature of 
the power of eminent domain is such that the func- 
tion of the courts is limited to a determination of 
whether constitutional provisions have been violated, 
and if they have not, the right of the legislature to 
exercise it in any manner it sees fit must be sus- 
tained. If the property be taken irregularly, or if 
the taking is not for a public purpose, the owner can 
proceed against the taker the same as any other 
trespasser by injunction, ejectment, or any other 
available remedy.’’ May v. City of Kearney, 145 
Neb. 475, 17 N. W. 2d 448 (1945). The taking of 
substandard or blighted areas by a city for redevel- 
opment and resale in accordance with an approved 
redevelopment plan which is in conformity with a 
general plan for the municipality as a whole, all as 
provided for in the Nebraska Community Develop- 
ment Law, § 18-2101 et seq., R. R. S. 1943, is a proper 
public use for a municipality. 

However, it would seem apparent that the acquisi- 
tion of property whether by voluntary methods or by 
eminent domain to carry out a redevelopment plan 
must be provided for in and be in accordance with 
such plan. As stated in David Jeffrey Co. v. Mil- 
waukee, 267 Wis. 559, 66 N. W. 2d 362 (1954): ‘‘The 
act is directed against areas, and not individual 
structures. The public, through the municipality, 
acquires the land in the area and uses it for its own 
protection against the menace which threatens. It 
also, by plan, provides for the redevelopment of the 
area to assure against repetition of blight. It is as 
much a public purpose to prevent recurrence of 
blight as to eliminate it. As stated by the learned 
trial court in its opinion of record herein: ‘* * * Hav- 
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ing acquired the lands, it is the municipality, the 
public, which will use the lands in the construction of 
streets, the installation of utilities and other site im- 
provements, all in accordance with an approved re- 
development plan.’ ’”? (Emphasis supplied.) 

The authority to acquire plaintiff’s land was not 
provided for in the redevelopment plan in order to 
carry out the purposes of the plan, but solely as an 
accommodation to the state to acquire a site for a 
penal complex which had nothing to do with the re- 
development plan. As a matter of fact, the redevel- 
opment plan itself expressly denied the need or pur- 
pose of acquiring land which, like the plaintiff's, fell 
within the definition of ‘‘Property owned by resident 
industries for their future expansion.’’ The at- 
tempted condemnation of plaintiff’s lands not being 
provided for as a part of the redevelopment acquisi- 
tion plan, its acquisition was not for a public purpose 
and the trial court was correct in issuing an injunc- 
tion against the proceedings, and its judgment is af- 
firmed. 

AFFIRMED. 


IN RE GUARDIANSHIP OF AMANDA DOROTHY PETERSEN, 
AN INCOMPETENT. FIRMIN Q. FELTZ, SUCCESSOR 
GUARDIAN, APPELLEE, V. UNIVERSAL SURETY COMPANY, 
A CORPORATION, APPELLANT, IMPLEADED WITH THE 
ESTATE OF ARTHUR R. JOHNSON, DECEASED, APPELLEE. 
FIRMIN Q. FELTZ, GUARDIAN OF AMANDA DOROTHY 
PETERSEN, APPELLEE, V. UNIVERSAL SURETY COMPANY, 
A CORPORATION, APPELLANT. 

277 N. W. 2d 428 


Filed April 10, 1979. Nos. 42005, 42006. 


1. Guardian and Ward: Bonds: Jurisdiction. The county court has 
exclusive jurisdiction to determine the state of accounts between the 
guardian and ward, and no action can be maintained upon a guar- 
dian’s bond until the amount to be due from the guardian is first 
ascertained on the settlement of the guardian’s final account by 
the county court. 
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2. Guardian and Ward: Bonds: Sureties: Licenses and Permits. 
The order and decree of the county court as to the amount due from 
the guardian to his ward upon the final accounting and settlement 
of the guardian is final and conclusive upon the sureties on the 
guardian's bond, both as to the bond entered into upon his appoint- 
ment or for any bond he may have been required to give under a 
license to sell his ward’s real estate. 

Appeals from the District Court for Keith County: 
KEITH WINDRUM, Judge. Affirmed. 


James W. Hewitt, for appellant. 
Firmin Q. Feltz, for appellee Feltz. 


Heard before KrivosHa, C. J., McCown, CLINTON, 
and BropkEy, JJ., and Irons, District Judge. 


Irons, District Judge. 

By stipulation these two cases were consolidated 
for hearing in the District Court for Keith County, 
and were also consolidated for briefing and argu- 
ment here because identical issues of law and fact 
are involved. 

The first case arose in the county court of Keith 
County upon an application by Firmin Q. Feltz, suc- 
cessor guardian, (plaintiff and appellee) against 
Universal Surety Company (defendant and appel- 
lant) and the Estate of Arthur R. Johnson, deceased, 
(defendant) to determine the liability of the original 
guardian (Johnson) and Johnson’s surety, Univer- 
sal, for defalcations from the guardianship of John- 
son’s ward, Amanda Dorothy Petersen, an _ in- 
competent. Two bonds had been written by Uni- 
versal for Johnson, one a $5,000 guardian’s bond, and 
the other a $20,000 bond for the sale of real estate 
belonging to the ward. 

The second case arose in the District Court for 
Keith County, it being a direct action against Uni- 
versal by Feltz as successor guardian alleging liabil- 
ity of Universal on both bonds. 

The first case was appealed to the District Court 
for Keith County. Thereafter the appeal and the 
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direct action were consolidated for trial in the Dis- 
trict Court. 

The county court determined the liabilities of 
Johnson for defalcation to be in excess of both 
bonds, found Universal liable both on the guardian’s 
bond and the bond for the sale of real estate, and 
fixed Universal’s liability at $25,000 plus interest. 
Universal appealed but Johnson did not. 

The action in District Court involved only the 
question as to Universal’s liability on its bond for the 
sale of real estate. 

The District Court affirmed the judgment of the 
county court, found Universal liable on both bonds, 
and granted judgment in the amount of $28,604.66, 
which amount included $3,604.66 in interest. We af- 
firm. 

The principle assignment of error by the appellant 
is that the court erred in finding Universal liable 
under its bond for the sale of real estate. Universal 
does not deny its liability on the guardian’s bond. 

Johnson was appointed as guardian in the Peter- 
sen estate on September 13, 1973, and acted in such 
capacity until his death on March 22, 1976. The real 
estate involved was sold in early September 1975, 
and proceeds from the sale were received by John- 
son on September 17 and October 3, 1975; defalca- 
tions were shown to have occurred between May 20, 
1975, and December 31, 1975, with some occurring 
during the process of the sale of real estate. 

The bond issued by Universal to sell real estate 
and section 38-616, R. R. 8. 1943, contain some simi- 
lar language, i.e.: ‘‘The principal [guardian] shall 
sell and truly account for all the proceeds of said 
sale of * * * Real Estate * * * and dispose of the same 
according to law * * *,’’ This, the guardian did not 
comply with. 

The appellant has cited some general theoretical 
propositions and case law from other jurisdictions, 
but the only case touching squarely on this situation 
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is found in Langdon v. Langdon, 104 Neb. 619, 178 N. 
W.178. This case was decided in 1920 and it has not 
been modified or reversed. 

The controlling principles recited therein were: 
The application to sell real estate was made in the 
capacity of the guardian; the statutes required the 
guardian to give bond to answer for the proceeds of 
the sale according to law; the bond was for such ad- 
ditional funds as might come into the possession of 
the guardian by reason of the sale; the right to make 
the application for sale of real estate was by virtue 
of the guardianship; and the guardian’s accounting 
for the funds received from the sale must be made 
to the county court. 

The record in these two cases clearly shows that 
the guardian (Johnson) did not at any time during 
the period he served as guardian render any ac- 
counting of his activities including the monies re- 
ceived from the sale of real estate, and had there- 
fore not acted according to law as required. The 
judgment of the District Court should be and is 
hereby affirmed in all respects. 

AFFIRMED. 


SOUTHWEST BANK OF OMAHA, A BANKING CORPORATION, 
APPELLEE, V. JOHN J. MORITZ, APPELLANT, AND 
MERLE NICOLA, TRUSTEE IN BANKRUPTCY, 
INTERVENOR-APPELLANT. 

277 N. W. 2d 430 


Filed April 10, 1979. No. 42012. 


1. Appeal and Error. Where, by stipulation of the parties and order 
of the court, two lawsuits, having a common issue determinative 
of both, are consolidated for trial and only one judgment is entered 
affecting two adverse parties on the common issue, the parties 
have, in effect, made one lawsuit out of two and the appealing 
party need file only one notice of appeal to this court. 

2. Uniform Commercial Code: Security Interest. Under the provi- 
sions of section 9-105(1)(d), U. C. C., the owner of the collateral 
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subject to a security interest is a debtor, and the filing of a financ- 
ing statement not signed by the owner of the collateral described 
in the financing statement is not sufficient to perfect the security 
interest. 

3. Uniform Commercial Code: Sales: Contracts. Under the provi- 
sions of the Uniform Commercial Code, a ‘‘sale’’ consists of the 
passing of title from the seller to the buyer for a price. Unless 
otherwise explicitly agreed, where delivery is to be made without 
moving the goods, if the goods at the time of contracting are al- 
ready identified and no documents are to be delivered, the title 
passes at the time and place of contracting. 

4. Equity: Corporations: Fraud: Security Interest. The equitable 
principle that the corporate entity may be disregarded to prevent 
fraud and injustice is intended to prevent corporate owners from 
using the corporate entity to cloak fraud or justify wrongdoing, 
and it may not be applied to prefer a creditor of the corporate 
owner who fails to perfect a security interest to the other creditors 
of the corporation of whom a trustee in bankruptcy is the repre- 
sentative. 


Appeal from the District Court for Douglas County: 
DonaLp J. Hamitton, Judge. Reversed and remanded. 


Maureen Fitzgerald of Thompson, Crounse & Pie- 
per, for appellants. 


Michael G. Helms of Schmid, Ford, Mooney, Fred- 
erick & Caporale, for appellee. 


Heard before BostaucH, McCown, CLINTON, and 
Waite, JJ., and Reimer, District Judge. 


CLINTON, J. 

This case involves the financial affairs of Verlan 
J. Rumbaugh, who in 1974 began the operation of a 
hardware store as a sole proprietorship under the 
trade name of R & S Sentry Hardware, and in 1975 in- 
corporated the business as R & S Hardware, Inc., 
which corporation filed a petition for voluntary 
bankruptcy in 1977. R & S Hardware, Inc., was 
wholly owned by Rumbaugh. 

The appeal arises from two separate actions 
which were, pursuant to a stipulation of the parties 
and by order of the District Court, joined for trial in 
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that court. In one action, Southwest Bank of Omaha 
sued John J. Moritz for conversion of certain store 
fixtures, equipment, and machinery on which the 
bank claimed a security interest by virtue of a secu- 
rity agreement given to the bank by Verlan J. Rum- 
baugh and his wife, Gladys H. Rumbaugh, to secure 
a loan of $30,000 made for the purpose of starting the 
business. Moritz claimed a landlord’s lien in the 
same property by reason of the terms of the lease 
between Rumbaugh as tenant and S & H Shopping 
Center, Inc., as lessor, to whose interest Moritz had 
succeeded. Merle J. Nicola, trustee in bankruptcy 
of R & S Hardware, Inc., doing business as R & S 
Sentry Hardware, intervened in that suit, claiming 
the same property adversely to both the bank and 
Moritz. In the second action, Nicola, as trustee in 
bankruptcy, sought a money judgment against the 
bank for the value of certain inventory of the hard- 
ware store which the bank had repossessed and sold 
and on which it claimed a security interest by virtue 
of the same instruments earlier described. 

A jury was waived and the combined cases were 
tried to the court. In a single judgment the court 
found for the bank on the cause against Moritz and 
rendered judgment against Moritz in the sum of 
$6,486.88, the net value of the fixtures converted by 
Moritz. The court, for reasons we later describe, 
found the trustee had no interest in that property. 
The court also rendered judgment for the bank on 
the trustee’s claim against the bank for the value of 
the inventory which the bank had repossessed and 
sold. Both the trustee and Moritz appealed from or- 
ders overruling their respective motions for new 
trial. 

Later, the parties filed the following stipulation in 
this court: ‘‘For good and valuable consideration, 
the parties hereto stipulate and agree as follows: 

‘1. Upon full execution of this agreement, Inter- 
venor Merle J. Nicola, Trustee, hereby agrees to dis- 


48 NEBRASKA REPORTS [VoL. 203 


Southwest Bank of Omaha v. Moritz 


miss the appeal in the above-referenced action as to 
Defendant John J. Moritz only, to the effect that the 
judgment of the District Court of Douglas County, 
Nebraska, at Doc. 721, No. 257, rendered on January 
27, 1978, shall be a final judgment as between said 
Intervenor and Defendant John J. Moritz upon said 
dismissal. 

‘‘2. Upon full execution hereof, Defendant John J. 
Moritz hereby agrees to dismiss his appeal in the 
above-referenced action as to all parties hereto, to 
the effect that the said judgment of the said District 
Court referred to in paragraph 1 hereof shall be a 
final judgment as between said Defendant John J. 
Moritz and the Plaintiff and Intervenor herein. 

“3. Plaintiff Southwest Bank hereby acknowledges 
that it has not filed a cross-appeal against Defendant 
John J. Moritz and further agrees that it will not file 
any such cross-appeal against Defendant John J. 
Moritz and that the said judgment of the said Dis- 
trict Court referred to in paragraph 1 shall be a final 
judgment as between Plaintiff Southwest Bank and 
said Defendant John J. Moritz. 

‘4. Each party shall pay its own costs.”’ 

The stipulation was executed by all three parties 
by their attorneys of record. The caption on the 
stipulation and the docket numbers contained in the 
first paragraph thereof are those referring to the 
first cause above described. 

One of the issues which the parties raise in their 
arguments to this court is the effect of the stipula- 
tion as between the bank and the trustee. 

On this appeal, the appellant trustee attacks the 
following findings of the trial court: (1) R&S 
Hardware, Inc., never came into existence as a cor- 
poration. (2) The assets of Rumbaugh, doing busi- 
ness as R & S Sentry Hardware, were never trans- 
ferred to the bankrupt R & S Hardware, Inc., and 
therefore the trustee has no claim thereon. (3) The 
financing statement was in proper form and gave 
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constructive notice to the trustee of the bank’s lien. 

The matters for decision will be better understood 
if a chronological statement of events is set forth. 

On May 20, 1974, Verlan J. Rumbaugh and his 
wife, Gladys H. Rumbaugh, borrowed $30,000 from 
the bank and executed and delivered to the bank a 
promissory note for that amount. At the same time, 
a security agreement and financing statement were 
prepared. The security agreement was signed by 
both Mr. and Mrs. Rumbaugh. The financing state- 
ment described the debtor as R & S Sentry Hard- 
ware, 2918 South 84th, Omaha, Nebraska; gave the 
name of the secured party as Southwest Bank of 
Omaha, 8800 West Center Road, Omaha, Nebraska; 
and listed the following collateral: ‘‘Inventory in 
Hardware store, fixtures and accounts receivable 
owned now and acquired after this date.’’ The box 
marked proceeds was checked. The financing state- 
ment did not bear the signature of Verlan J. Rum- 
baugh, but in the place for execution by signature of 
debtor, appeared a signature, ‘‘By Gladys H. Rum- 
baugh.”’ The financing statement was filed in the 
office of the Douglas County clerk on May 21, 1974. 
Nothing in the record indicates in what name the fi- 
nancing statement was indexed by that officer. 

It is not disputed that Verlan J. Rumbaugh initially 
operated the hardware store at the address above in- 
dicated as a sole proprietor under the trade name of 
R & S Sentry Hardware. In August of 1975, Rum- 
baugh took all the steps necessary to create a corpo- 
ration named R & S Hardware, Inc., and on August 
27, 1975, the Secretary of State certified the articles 
of incorporation and certified the corporation was in 
good standing. The corporate records indicate that 
on November 26, 1975, the first meeting of the stock- 
holders was held and the minutes of the meeting re- 
cite: ‘‘The Chairman noted that Verlan J. Rum- 
baugh had purchased 400 shares by paying into the 
Treasury the par value of the shares in cash or the 
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equivalent thereof in property useful and usable in 
the business of the corporation pursuant to the terms 
of the plan for issuance of stock under Sec. 1244 of 
the Internal Revenue Code (1954).’’ A stock certifi- 
cate for 400 shares of the capital stock of the corpo- 
ration was issued on the same date in the name of 
Verlan J. Rumbaugh and delivered to him. Rum- 
baugh was the sole shareholder of the corporation. 

On November 26, 1975, the property described in 
the security agreement and financing statement was 
located in the store at the address previously men- 
tioned. The business continued with inventory being 
sold and replaced, debts incurred, and payments 
made. Rumbaugh, after incorporation, continued to 
use the trade name R & S Sentry Hardware and was 
billed by his creditors in that name. Payments for 
purchases and on indebtedness and other expenses 
of the business were made by checks which bore the 
corporate name R & S Hardware, Inc., as payor. 
The checks were all drawn on the bank and paid 
from the account standing in the name of R & S Sen- 
try Hardware in Southwest Bank, that account never 
having been transferred to the corporate name. 

The record indicates that Rumbaugh continued to 
use the trade name of R & 8 Sentry Hardware in ad- 
vertising the business. The corporation obtained an 
employer’s federal identification number and the 
tax deposit account bore the corporate name, as did 
the unemployment contribution account with the 
State of Nebraska. 

‘During 1976 Rumbaugh and his wife, on their indi- 
vidual signatures, borrowed additional funds from 
the bank and apparently placed the proceeds in the 
business account. Personal property taxes of the 
business were assessed in the trade name. 

The bank called the loan of May 20, 1974, on No- 
vember 5, 1976, which then had an unpaid and past 
due balance, demanded and received possession of 
the collateral at the place of business, and locked 
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the store. It later sold the inventory and some of the 
fixtures. Thereafter, before the bank could dispose 
of the remaining fixtures, Moritz changed locks on 
the door and took possession of and sold the remain- 
ing fixtures for the net value of which judgment was 
later rendered against him as previously indicated. 

On January 21, 1977, ‘‘R & S Hardware, Inc., a/k/a 
R & § Sentry Hardware,”’ filed a petition for volun- 
tary bankruptcy, listing numerous creditors and as- 
sets of only $680, consisting of a balance in the busi- 
ness checking account and office equipment. The 
assets schedule bore the following notation: ‘‘Fix- 
tures purchased as proprietorship and never trans- 
ferred to corporation, worth $10,000, same with in- 
ventory of $30,000.”’ 

The Effect of the Stipulation 

The bank argues that, by reason of the stipulation 
for the dismissal of Moritz in this court and the con- 
comitant stipulation as to the finality of the bank’s 
judgment against Moritz, the trustee can have no 
claim as to proceeds from the sale of the fixtures 
which that judgment, in effect, represents. Its rea- 
soning, as stated in the brief, is: ‘‘The trustee had 
no claim against the Bank, since the Bank did not 
have possession of the fixtures or their proceeds. 
The trustee has now stipulated that he is not entitled 
to recover the fixtures or their proceeds from Moritz, 
while at the same time stipulating that the Bank is 
entitled to recover from Moritz. By so doing, the 
trustee is precluded, by reason of res judicata, from 
making further claims against either the Bank or 
Moritz for the value of the fixtures.’’ The trustee’s 
response is: ‘‘The trustee, in paragraph 1, agrees to 
dismiss his appeal against the interest of John Mor- 
itz, thereby rendering the judgment of the District 
Court declaring that John Moritz had no interest in 
the proceeds of the bankrupt’s fixtures, a final judg- 
ment. Paragraph 2 is the section in which John 
Moritz dismisses his appeal against all parties. In 
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paragraph 3 the Southwest Bank agrees not to file a 
cross-appeal against Moritz and declares the judg- 
ment of the District Court a final adjudication of the 
rights to the proceeds between those two parties. 
Clearly, the only remaining question, then, is that of 
the trustee’s and bank’s conflicting claims to the 
proceeds of the fixtures.”’ 

We accept the trustee’s interpretation. The ap- 
parent purpose of the stipulation was to substitute 
the proceeds of the fixtures sale for the fixtures in 
the contest between the trustee and the bank. In the 
District Court the parties stipulated for a consolida- 
tion because the trustee’s claim as an intervenor in 
the action against Moritz and its claim to the inven- 
tory both depended upon the sufficiency of the financ- 
ing statement. The parties by agreement have 
made one lawsuit out of two and the bank will not 
now be allowed to contend otherwise. This disposes 
of the bank’s other contention that, because the 
trustee filed only one notice of appeal, only the suit 
involving the inventory is before this court. 

Sufficiency of the Financing Statement 

With exceptions not applicable here, a financing 
statement must be filed to perfect all security inter- 
ests. § 9-302, U. C. C. An unperfected security in- 
terest is subordinate to, among others, a ‘‘lien credi- 
tor,’’ which term includes ‘‘a trustee in bankruptcy 
from the date of the filing of the petition.”’ § 9-301 
(3), U.C.C. 

The requisites of a sufficient financing statement 
are prescribed by section 9-402, U. C. C. Insofar as 
pertinent, we quote that section: ‘‘(1) A financing 
statement is sufficient if it is signed by the debtor 
and the secured party, gives an address of the se- 
cured party from which information concerning the 
security interest may be obtained, gives a mailing 
address of the debtor and contains a statement indi- 
cating the types, or describing the items, of collat- 
eral. ... <A copy of the security agreement is 
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sufficient as a financing statement if it contains the 
above information and is signed by both parties. . 
(5) A financing statement substantially complying 
with the requirements of this section is effective 
even though it contains minor errors which are not 
seriously misleading.’’ 

Section 9-403(4), U. C. C., provides: ‘‘A filing of- 
ficer shall mark each statement with a consecutive 
file number and with the date and hour of filing and 
shall hold the statement for public inspection. In 
addition the filing officer shall index the statements 
according to the name of the debtor and shall note in 
the index the file number and the address of the 
debtor given in the statement.”’ 

Section 9-105(1)(d), U. C. C., defines debtor as 
‘“‘the person who owes payment or other perform- 
ance of the obligation secured, whether or not he 
owns or has rights in the collateral, and includes the 
seller of accounts, contract rights or chattel paper. 
Where the debtor and the owner of the collateral are 
not the same person, the term ‘debtor’ means the 
owner of the collateral in any provision of the article 
dealing with the collateral, the obligor in any provi- 
sion dealing with the obligation, and may include 
both where the context so requires.”’ 

It is undisputed that Verlan J. Rumbaugh was the 
owner of the collateral covered by the security agree- 
ment. Section 9-105(1)(d), U. C. C., provides that 
in any provision of the article dealing with collat- 
eral, ‘‘debtor’’ means the owner of the collateral. 
One of the requirements for a sufficient financing 
statement is that it be signed by the debtor. § 9-402 
(1), U. C. C. The few cases which have considered 
the necessity of signature of the debtor have not held 
the omission of the signature is a minor error. Inre 
Industro Transistor Corp., 14 U. C. C. Rep. 522 
(Bankruptcy Court, E.D.N.Y.); Beneficial Finance 
Co. v. Kurland Cadillac-Olds., 57 Misc. 2d 806, 293 
N. Y. 8. 2d 647; Provident Finance Co. v. Beneficial 
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Finance Co., 36 N. C. App. 401, 245 S. E. 2d 510; In re 
Murray, 2 U. C. C. Rep. 667 (Bankruptcy Court, D. 
Ore.). See, also, White & Summers, Uniform Com- 
mercial Code, p. 835. 

It is not for this court to write the signing require- 
ment of the code out of the statute. We hold the fil- 
ing of a financing statement which is not signed by 
the owner of the collateral described therein is insuf- 
ficient to perfect the security interest. In the light 
of this holding, it is unnecessary for us to consider or 
rule upon the trustee’s other criticisms of the fi- 
nancing statement. 

Transfer of the Property to the Corporation 

If the property covered by the security agreement 
never became the property of R & S Hardware, Inc., 
the bankrupt, then, of course, the trustee has no 
claim thereon even if the security interest was not 
perfected. Again, there is no dispute on the 
material facts. The question is, did Rumbaugh sell 
the assets of the sole proprietorship to the corpora- 
tion? 

The applicable provisions of the Uniform Com- 
mercial Code are the following: Section 2-106, U. C. 
C., provides in part: ‘‘ ‘Contract for sale’ includes 
both a present sale of goods and a contract to sell 
goods ata future time. A ‘sale’ consists in the pass- 
ing of title from the seller to the buyer for a price 
(section 2-401). A ‘present sale’ means a sale which 
is accomplished by the making of the contract.’’ Sec- 
tion 2-207(3), U. C. C., provides: ‘‘Conduct by both 
parties which recognizes the existence of a contract 
is sufficient to establish a contract for sale although 
the writings of the parties do not otherwise establish 
a contract. In such case the terms of the particular 
contract consist of those terms on which the writings 
of the parties agree, together with any supplementary 
terms incorporated under any other provisions of 
this act.’’ Section 2-204(1), U. C. C., provides: ‘‘A 
contract for sale of goods may be made in any man- 
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ner sufficient to show agreement, including conduct 
by both parties which recognizes the existence of 
such a contract.’’ Most important in this case is 
section 2-401(3), U. C. C., which says in part: ‘‘Un- 
less otherwise explicitly agreed where delivery is to 
be made without moving the goods, . . . (b) if the 
goods are at the time of contracting already identi- 
fied and no documents are to be delivered, title 
passes at the time and place of contracting.”’ 

The essential facts are that Rumbaugh and the 
corporation did contract, as evidenced by the corpo- 
rate minutes and his acceptance of the stock certifi- 
cate. At that time the goods were identified and 
they consisted of the fixtures and inventory then lo- 
cated in the store at 2918 South 84th Street in Omaha, 
Nebraska. No physical delivery needed to be made. 
Rumbaugh testified he intended the corporation be- 
come the owner of that property. The evidence is 
not contradicted. The contract did not contemplate 
the delivery of any document of title. Title passed 
under the provisions of section 2-401(3)(b), U. C. C., 
at the time of contracting. The after the fact re- 
cital, in the schedule attached to the petition in 
bankruptcy that the fixtures and inventory had not 
been transferred to the corporation, cannot change 
what had occurred before. 

The Corporate Entity 

The finding of the trial court that R & S Hardware, 
Inc., never had corporate existence seems to be a 
reverse use of the equitable principle of disregard of 
the corporate entity. Appellee argues it is simply a 
finding of fact by the trial court and must be treated 
as such. The evidence does not support such a fact 
finding. We have been cited no authority which 
holds the continued use of a trade name by a corpo- 
ration, continued use of printed materials from pre- 
incorporation days, or the lending of money to the 
corporation by a shareholder operates to defeat 
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what, on its face, is a corporate existence without 
legal defect. 

The ordinary use of the principle of disregard of 
the corporate entity is in those cases where the cor- 
porate existence is used to cloak fraud or justify 
wrongdoing. Its use is against corporate owners 
who commit fraud. Ridenour v. Kuker, 185 Neb. 
321, 175 N. W. 2d 287; 18 C. J. S., Corporations, § 6, p. 
378; § 582 et seq., p. 1308. We find no cases where 
the principle of disregard of the corporate entity has 
been used to prefer one class of creditors to another. 
We do not see how the principle may be applied to 
prefer a creditor who fails to perfect a security in- 
terest to the representatives of other creditors of the 
corporation. The situation here is not unlike that in 
State ex rel. Sorensen v. Weston Bank, 125 Neb. 612, 
251 N. W. 164, where the sole corporate stockholder 
sought to offset the corporate deposit in the defunct 
bank against the receiver’s claim against him on his 
personal note. We held there it could not be done. 

In this case, had the bank met the simple statutory 
requirements to properly perfect its security interest 
it would not be in the position in which it finds itself, 
for the trustee in bankruptcy would have taken the 
property subject to that security interest. 

REVERSED AND REMANDED. 


LOWELL S. SHERWOOD, DOING BUSINESS AS SHERWOOD 
LUMBER AND CONCRETE COMPANY, TABOR, Iowa, 
APPELLANT, V. DoLA H. TUCKER AND KATHRYN C, 

TUCKER, APPELLEES. 
277 N. W. 2d 437 


Filed April 10, 1979. No. 42082. 


1. Agents: Words and Phrases: Statutes. The term ‘‘attorney,”’ 
used in section 52-103, R. S. Supp., 1978, means any agent or sub- 
stitute acting for and in behalf of a lien claimant; it may include 
an attorney at law but is not limited to that meaning. 

2. Mechanic’s Liens: Statutes: Affidavits. The provisions of section 
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52-103, R. S. Supp., 1978, as to the making of an affidavit of the 
giving of notice of mechanic’s lien to the landowner, are directory 
and not mandatory; irregularities in such affidavit will not render 
the lien void and unenforceable. 


Appeal from the District Court for Otoe County: 
RayMonp J. Case, Judge. Reversed and remanded. 


Hoch & Steinheider, for appellant. 
Wellensiek & Rehmeier, for appellees. 


Heard before KrivosHa, C. J., CLINTON, and Hast. 
InGcs, JJ., and Kuns, Retired District Judge. 


Kons, Retired District Judge. 

This is an action for the foreclosure of a mechanic’s 
lien filed by Lowell S. Sherwood, doing business as 
Sherwood Lumber and Concrete Company, Tabor, 
Iowa, the appellant, against Dola H. Tucker and 
Kathryn C. Tucker, appellees. The District Court 
for Otoe County, Nebraska, entered a judgment of 
dismissal against which the appellant assigns error. 
We reverse and remand the action. 

The portion of the record material to the assign- 
ment of error shows that on December 16, 1976, the 
appellant filed a mechanic’s lien against the prop- 
erty of the appellees, together with the affidavit of 
one Sally A. Kline, which stated that acting for and 
in behalf of the appellant she had mailed a copy of 
the lien to the appellees. Appellant’s petition al- 
leged the filing and mailing of the copy of the lien to 
which appellees’ answer was a general denial. At 
the trial, appellant introduced the lien and the affi- 
davit, as exhibits 1 and 2. No further reference to 
either is found in the testimony. The trial court 
found that there was no evidence that Sally A. Kline 
was attorney for the claimant and that the require- 
ment of section 52-103, R. S. Supp., 1978, had not 
been met as to the affidavit. The action was then 
dismissed. 

We consider, first, the meaning of the term ‘‘attor- 
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ney”’ as used in the statute. Appellees claim, and 
the trial court determined, that it referred only to 
“attorney at law.’’ The first use of the word in this 
statute appears in the amendment adopted in 1969, 
when the statute was amended into substantially its 
present form. Previously, no notice to the land- 
owner of the filing of a mechanic’s lien had been re- 
quired. It is likely it was recognized that many 
businesses conducted their affairs through agents 
and substitutes of various kinds and that such agents 
and substitutes often had the only personal knowl- 
edge of business acts. When an act, such as the giv- 
ing of notice of the filing of a mechanic’s lien, is 
being proved, it is only logical that the person per- 
forming such act should make the proof. If the stat- 
ute referred to the institution or maintenance of 
legal proceedings, then the word ‘‘attorney’’ would 
refer only to attorney at law. In People v. Miller, 
259 N. Y. S. 2d 647, at p. 650, 23 App. Div. 2d 144, it 
was stated that ‘‘The title ‘attorney’, in its broad 
sense, signifies merely an agent or substitute and 
does not necessarily refer to an attorney at law.’’ In 
this statute the word ‘‘attorney”’ is used in a broad, 
generic sense and refers to any agent or substitute 
acting for and in behalf of a lien claimant; it may in- 
clude but should not be limited to an attorney at law. 

When the lien and the affidavit were introduced 
into evidence, the appellant made a prima facie 
showing of compliance with the statutory require- 
ments of filing and notice. This supported the alle- 
gations of his petition which had been denied. If the 
trial court intended to hold that further proof of the 
identity and authority of Sally A. Kline was needed, 
it was in error. 

Next, we turn to the holding by the trial court that 
if the affidavit of notice is insufficient, the mechan- 
ic’s lien becomes invalid and unenforceable. There 
is only one penalty clause in section 52-103, R. 8S. 
Supp., 1978, which reads: ‘‘Failure to serve notice 


VOL. 203] JANUARY TERM, 1979 59 


Heyne v. Kucirek 


of lien, if required by this section, shall make such 
lien void and unenforceable.’’ It follows the provi- 
sion for the giving of notice and the making of the 
affidavit of mailing. If the Legislature had intended 
that a defective affidavit should render the lien void 
and unenforceable, the penalty clause could have 
and should have so stated. The service of the notice 
is of primary importance in establishing the lien. 
The provision for the making of the affidavit is 
merely directory and substantial compliance with 
the provision is sufficient. The construction given 
this provision by the trial court is erroneous. 

Other questions argued in the course of this appeal 
relate to matters as to which the evidence is conflict- 
ing and no finding was made by the trial court. If 
they arise again at the retrial, we assume that the 
trial court will consider and determine them prop- 
erly. 

The judgment of the trial court is reversed and the 
cause is remanded for the trial of the remaining is- 
sues in the case. 

REVERSED AND REMANDED. 


DoNALD L. HEYNE, APPELLEE, V. MARY ANN HEYNE 
KUCIREK, APPELLANT. 
277 N. W. 2d 439 


Filed April 10, 1979. No. 42169. 


1. Custody: Parent and Child. Generally, visitation relates to con- 
tinuing and fostering the normal parental relationship of the non- 
custodial parent with the minor child or children of the marriage. 

: In determining reasonable visitation rights, the 
best interests and welfare of the child are the primary considera- 
tion, considering age, health, welfare, educational and social needs, 
the need for a stable home environment free of unsettling influ- 
ences, the fitness of the noncustodial parent for such visitation, 
and the relationship of the child to that parent. 


Appeal from the District Court for Douglas County: 
JERRY M. GITNICK, Judge. Affirmed. 
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Paul J. LaPuzza, for appellant. 
John J. Respeliers, for appellee. 


Heard before KrivosnHa, C. J., WHITE, and HASTINGs, 
JJ., and COLWELL and VAN PELT, District Judges. 


COLWELL, District Judge. 

Mary Ann Heyne Kucirek, respondent custodial 
parent, appeals from a modification order of the 
District Court for Douglas County changing the visi- 
tation rights of Donald L. Heyne, petitioner noncus- 
todial parent. 

The marriage of the parties was dissolved by de- 
cree on October 23, 1974. Custody of their three sons, 
ages 13, 10, and 6, was awarded to respondent, sub- 
ject to petitioner’s reasonable visitation and certain 
specific holidays and summer vacation visitations. 
Both parties have remarried; petitioner lives in 
Sioux City, Iowa, and respondent resides in Omaha, 
Nebraska. The visitation rights of petitioner were 
modified and clarified in 1976, providing for visita- 
tion away from the family home 1 weekend each 
month. 

On April 17, 1978, petitioner made application to 
modify the dissolution decree alleging that respond- 
ent was not cooperative in allowing visitation priv- 
ileges and that all visitation rights should be defined 
by court order. The application also suggested sev- 
eral acceptable terms of visitation in the areas of 
weekends, holidays, Father’s Day, and telephone 
and U.S. mail communication. These issues were 
joined by respondent’s answer and a hearing was 
held on May 25, 1978. At the close of petitioner’s evi- 
dence respondent moved for a dismissal of the appli- 
cation, which was denied. The court ordered the de- 
cree modified as to petitioner’s visitation rights as 
follows: (1) Visitation 1 weekend a month at the pe- 
titioner’s home in Sioux City, and 1 Sunday after- 
noon a month visitation in Omaha, Nebraska; 
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(2) Christmas Day in even-numbered years; (3) the 
4 days succeeding Christmas with permission for 
visitation in petitioner’s home; (4) Easter Sunday in 
odd-numbered years and either the 3 days prior or 
the 3 days succeeding, dependent upon certain con- 
ditions here not related; (5) Thanksgiving Day; (6) 
Father’s Day weekend; and (7) 2 calendar weeks 
each summer between specified times. Respondent 
was also ordered not to interfere with the petition- 
er’s attempt to communicate with his children either 
by telephone or U. S. mail, and, further, to keep pe- 
titioner informed as to any health problems and 
special school activities. 

Respondent’s motion for new trial, claiming that 
the order was contrary to the evidence and the law, 
was denied and this appeal followed, assigning as er- 
ror that there was neither an allegation nor evidence 
to support a change of circumstances warranting a 
modification of visitation privileges. 

Section 42-364, R. S. Supp., 1976, provides in part: 
‘‘When dissolution of a marriage or legal separation is 
decreed, the court may include such orders in relation 
to any minor children and their maintenance as 
shall be justified * * *. Custody and visitation of 
minor children shall be determined on the basis of 
their best interests. Subsequent changes may be 
made by the court when required after notice and 
hearing.”’ 

“In cases involving determination of visitation 
privileges of a parent with minor children, findings 
of a trial court, both as to an evaluation of the evi- 
dence and as to the matter of visitation privileges, 
will not be disturbed on appeal unless there is a 
clear abuse of discretion or the findings are contrary 
to the evidence.’’ Casper v. Casper, 198 Neb. 615, 
254 N. W. 2d 407. 

There is no conflict in the evidence as to peti- 
tioner’s right of visitation; there was conflict in the 
time and method of visitation, having its roots in 
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communication between the parties, contrary to the 
best interests of the children. 

During the first year following entry of the dissolu- 
tion decree there was no visitation problem. There- 
after, respondent remarried and after 1976 problems 
developed concerning visitation with the children 
and respondent became uncooperative in arranging 
such visitation to the extent that for more than a 
year all of petitioner’s communications and arrange- 
ments for visitation were carried on with and 
through respondent’s attorney, Paul J. LaPuzza, 
who appeared as a witness. His role was helpful to 
both parties, but emphasizes the failure of the re- 
spondent to consider and foster the petitioner’s 
relationship with their children. LaPuzza testi- 
fied that the parties had strained feelings con- 
cerning visitation. LaPuzza was not the attorney of 
record at the trial. Petitioner’s request for a partic- 
ular weekend visitation was often denied as being in- 
convenient; however, a subsequent visitation was 
thereafter arranged with a 5 or 6-week delay. At 
Christmas time in 1977 petitioner by telephone re- 
quested permission to visit his sons and deliver 
Christmas gifts. This request was denied by respond- 
ent’s husband, who told him that he didn’t care if 
petitioner didn’t see his children until the next June. 
Petitioner did travel to Omaha the same day and 
made an unsuccessful effort to deliver the Christmas 
gifts to his children. There is conflict in the evi- 
dence concerning petitioner communicating with the 
children by both telephone and U. 8S. mail and his 
being advised concerning the health and general ac- 
tivities of the children. 

Respondent argues that the requirements of Gray 
v. Gray, 192 Neb. 392, 220 N. W. 2d 542, were not met 
in that there was no material change of circum- 
stances occurring subsequent to the entry of the de- 
cree of a nature requiring modification in the best 
interests of the children. We do not agree. 
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Visitation and custody coexist; generally, visita- 
tion relates to continuing and fostering the normal 
parental relationship of the noncustodial parent with 
the minor child or children of the marriage. 

In determining reasonable visitation rights, the 
best interests and welfare of the child are the pri- 
mary consideration, considering age, health, wel- 
fare, educational and social needs, the need for a 
stable home environment free of unsettling influ- 
ences, the fitness of the noncustodial parent for such 
visitation, and the relationship of the child to that 
parent. See, Casper v. Casper, supra; Miller v. Mil- 
ler, 196 Neb. 146, 241 N. W. 2d 666; Brisby v. Whitted, 
190 Neb. 309, 207 N. W. 2d 696; § 42-364, R. S. Supp., 
1976. ‘‘It can only be hoped that both parties will 
extend themselves in the best interests of the chil- 
dren in order to make the arrangement work. With 
them rest the ultimate responsibility for their chil- 
dren.’’ Braeman v. Braeman, 192 Neb. 510, 222 N. 
W. 2d 811. 

The trial judge found as follows: ‘‘It seems rather 
obvious to me that there is a serious breakdown in 
communications here affecting the children. My 
concern is the best interests of the children * * *. 
Visitation is a key ingredient of raising children, 
and it is in the best interests to be with their respec- 
tive parents to the utmost. I have heard nothing in 
the evidence that would indicate any negative rea- 
son for denying Mr. Heyne extensive visitation 
rights.’”’ ‘‘In determining * * * the weight to be 
given the evidence, this court will consider the fact 
that the trial court observed the witnesses and their 
manner of testifying.’’ Bailey v. Mahr, 199 Neb. 29, 
255 N. W. 2d 866. 

There was no abuse of discretion on the part of the 
trial judge and the modification was clearly sup- 
ported by the evidence. 

AFFIRMED. 
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STATE OF NEBRASKA, APPELLEE, V. TERRY SMITH, 
APPELLANT. 
277 N. W. 2d 441 


Filed April 10, 1979. No. 42276. 


Criminal Law: Confessions. To be admissible, a statement or con- 
fession must be free and voluntary. It must not be extracted by 
any sort of threats or violence, nor obtained by any direct or im- 
plied promises, however slight, nor by the exertion of any im- 
proper influence. 


Appeal from the District Court for Cass County: 
RaymonpD J. CasE, Judge. Reversed and remanded 
for a new trial. 


William R. Reinsch, for appellant. 
Ronald D. Moravec, for appellee. 


Heard before KrivosHa, C. J., BosLauGH, McCown, 
CLINTON, BRODKEY, WHITE, and HASTINGS, JJ. 


BosLauGH, J. 

A 1976 Honda automobile was stolen while parked 
on the street in Union, Nebraska, on January 20 or 
21, 1978. On January 22, 1978, the automobile was 
involved in a collision in Omaha, Nebraska. The 
Omaha police, while investigating the accident 
which is described in the record as a ‘‘hit-run,’’ 
came upon the defendant, Terry Smith, Randy Ret- 
tele, and Katherine Kangar in the vicinity of the ac- 
cident. The officers took their names and addresses 
and then took them home. 

On January 24, 1978, the defendant and Rettele 
were asked to come to the police station in Omaha. 
At the station they were interviewed by an officer 
and admitted that they had taken the automobile in 
Union and were driving around Omaha when the ac- 
cident occurred. They were detained at the police 
station until two deputy sheriffs from Cass County 
took them into custody and took them to Platts- 
mouth. They were interviewed at the sheriff's of- 
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fice in Plattsmouth and a similar statement was ob- 
tained. 

A complaint was filed in the county court of Cass 
County charging the defendant with automobile 
theft. The defendant was 15 years of age at the time 
of the offense, and on his motion, the proceeding was 
transferred to the juvenile court. After trial the de- 
fendant was found to have violated the statute 
against the taking of an automobile for wrongful use 
and to be delinquent as described in section 43-201 
(3), R. R. 8. 1948. The defendant was placed on pro- 
bation for a period of 1 year, fined $25, and ordered 
to make restitution. Upon appeal to the District 
Court the judgment was affirmed. 

The defendant has appealed and contends that the 
evidence was insufficient to support the judgment, 
that the venue for the offense was not in Cass 
County, Nebraska, and that the statements made to 
the Omaha police and the Cass County deputy sher- 
iff should have been suppressed. 

The defendant’s evidence consisted of alibi testi- 
mony. The defendant’s cousin, Richard Hatfield, 
testified that on the evening the car was stolen he 
was with Randy Rettele and Jerry Smith, an older 
brother of the defendant who had been committed to 
the Youth Development Center at Kearney, Ne- 
braska; that he left Jerry and Randy at Union, Ne- 
braska, at about 11:30 p.m., and returned to Omaha 
by himself; that earlier that day the defendant had 
told this witness that the defendant planned to spend 
the evening with his girlfriend; and that the witness 
did not see the defendant again that evening after 
the conversation. 

The defendant’s mother testified that the defend- 
ant was in the company of his girlfriend, Sherry, on 
the evening that the car was stolen and was home by 
12:30 a.m.; and that she believed the defendant was 
scared of the police and would say whatever the po- 
lice wanted him to say. 
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The evidence of the State, if believed, was clearly 
sufficient to support a finding beyond a reasonable 
doubt that the defendant was guilty of taking an 
automobile in Cass County, Nebraska, for wrongful 
use. The parties stipulated that the owner, if called, 
would testify as to the taking that occurred in Cass 
County. A deputy sheriff of Cass County also testi- 
fied concerning the taking of the automobile and his 
investigation of the matter. The defendant and Ret- 
tele were discovered near the scene of the accident 
early in the morning and there was no one else in the 
vicinity. Katherine Kangar testified that she rode 
around in the stolen automobile with the defendant 
and Rettele for 3 or 4 hours on January 21, 1978; that 
the defendant was driving at the time the automo- 
bile collided with a building; and that they aban- 
doned the automobile and ran from the scene of the 
accident but were stopped by the police. 

Prior to trial the defendant moved to suppress the 
statements given to the Omaha police and the Cass 
County sheriff's office. The county judge sup- 
pressed the statement given to the Omaha police but 
admitted the statement given to the deputy sheriff. 
Upon appeal the District Court held that both state- 
ments were admissible. 

The defendant had not been formally arrested at 
the time he was interviewed at the Omaha police 
station, but the investigation had focused upon him 
and Rettele. The defendant was advised of his 
rights under Miranda v. Arizona, 384 U. S. 436, 86 8S. 
Ct. 1602, 16 L. Ed. 2d 694 (1966), and consented to 
giving a statement. There was no counsel present 
and his parents were not there. Before taking the 
statement the police officer stated that if the defend- 
ant cooperated with the police he would attempt to 
have the matter transferred to juvenile court. This 
was an inducement which under the circumstances 
of this case rendered the statement involuntary. In 
State v. McDonald, 195 Neb. 625, 240 N. W. 2d 8 


VOL. 203] JANUARY TERM, 1979 67 
State v. Smith 


(1976), we stated: ‘‘To be admissible, a statement 
or confession must be free and voluntary. It must 
not be extracted by any sort of threats or violence, 
nor obtained by any direct or implied promises, 
however slight, nor by the exertion of any improper 
influence.”’ 

Determination of the voluntariness of a confession 
must rest on the circumstances of each particular 
case. Here, ‘‘age and mental condition of the defend- 
ant, the role of the defendant’s parents, and other 
factors are merely circumstances to consider in re- 
gard to the question of whether a minor’s confession 
is knowing, intelligent, and voluntary.’’ State v. 
Stewart, 197 Neb. 497, at p. 506, 250 N. W. 2d 849 
(1977). See, also, State v. McDonald, supra. 

Terry Smith was 15 years old and was attending 
ninth grade at the time. He did not speak to his par- 
ents and did not ask to see an attorney before 
making his initial statement to the Omaha police. 
These factors do not mandate a finding that his con- 
fession was involuntary, but they must be considered 
in assessing the impact of the interrogator’s state- 
ments upon the defendant’s will. The offer to try to 
have the case transferred to juvenile court was an 
inducement to confess in exchange for leniency. 
The interrogating officer stated it was intended as 
such and Rettele testified that he accepted it on that 
basis. In this light, the defendant’s statement to the 
Omaha police was given in the hope of receiving 
some benefit in return and was inadmissible. 

The second statement was given to the Cass 
County sheriff’s office shortly after the statement in 
Omaha. The interrogating officer knew that the de- 
fendant and Rettele had given a statement to the 
Omaha police admitting they had taken the auto- 
mobile. The deputy sheriff asked them if they had 
made a statement to the Omaha police and they ad- 
mitted they had made an oral statement. 

Although there was no inducement for the second 
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statement, under the circumstances of this case we 
believe it also was inadmissible. ‘‘Of course, after 
an accused has once let the cat out of the bag by con- 
fessing, no matter what the inducement, he is never 
thereafter free of the psychological and practical 
disadvantages of having confessed. He can never 
get the cat back in the bag. The secret is out for 
good. In such a sense, a later confession always 
must be looked upon as fruit of the first.’’ United 
States v. Bayer, 331 U. 8S. 532, at p. 540, 67 S. Ct. 1394, 
at p. 1398, 91 L. Ed. 1654 (1947); Harrison v. United 
States, 392 U. 8S. 219, at p. 226, n. 14, 88 S. Ct. 2008, 20 
L. Ed. 2d 1047 (1967); People v. McClary, 20 Cal. 3d 
218, 142 Cal. Rptr. 163, 571 P. 2d 620 (1977). 

Even though the State’s evidence was clearly suf- 
ficient to sustain the finding of guilt, the admission 
of the statements at trial requires that the judgment 
be reversed and the cause remanded for a new trial. 
State v. Longmore, 178 Neb. 509, 1384 N. W. 2d 66 
(1965); Gallegos v. Nebraska, 342 U. S. 55, 72 8. Ct. 
141, 96 L. Ed. 86 (1951); Cook, Trial Rights, § 99, p. 
367 (1974); Annotation, 31 L. Ed. 2d 921, at pp. 930-34 
(1973). 

The judgment is reversed and the cause remanded 
for a new trial. 

REVERSED AND REMANDED FOR A NEW TRIAL. 


JoHN REICHENEKER, APPELLEE, V. RICHARD R. SEWARD, 
DOING BUSINESS AS ‘‘CRAZY DICK’S MARKET,’’ AND 
QUALITY PETROLEUM ComPANY, INC., 

A CORPORATION, APPELLANT. 

277 N. W. 2d 539 


Filed April 17, 1979. No. 41856. 


1. Leases: Contracts: Negligence. Unless the lease stipulates that 
a lessor shall inspect the premises to ascertain the need of repair, a 
contract to keep the interior in safe condition subjects the lessor to 
liability if, but only if, reasonable care is not exercised after the 
lessee has given notice of the need for repair. 
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2. Juries: Verdicts. The verdict of a jury will not be disturbed un- 
less it is clearly wrong. 

3. Mistrial: Appeal and Error. A motion to declare a mistrial is ad- 
dressed to the sound discretion of the trial court, and its ruling will 
not be disturbed on appeal in the absence of a showing of an abuse 
of discretion. 

4. Instructions: Juries: Verdicts. Instructions should be consid- 
ered together so that they may be properly understood, and when, 
as an entire charge, they properly submit the issues to the jury, the 
verdict will not be set aside. 


Appeal from the District Court for Buffalo County: 


DEWayYNE WOLF, Judge. Affirmed in part, and in 
part reversed and remanded. 


Maupin, Dent, Kay & Satterfield and David A. 
Bush, for appellant Seward. 


Tye, Worlock, Tye, Jacobsen & Orr and Patrick J. 
Nelson, for appellant Quality. 


Knapp, State, Yeagley, Mues & Sidwell, for appel- 
lee. 


Heard before Krivosua, C. J., McCown, CLINTon, 
and Bropkey, JJ., and STANLEY, District Judge. 


STANLEY, District Judge. 

This is an action for damages brought by John 
Reicheneker, as plaintiff, against Richard R. Sew- 
ard, doing business as ‘‘Crazy Dick’s Market’’ (Sew- 
ard), and Quality Petroleum Company, Inc. (Qual- 
ity). The jury returned a verdict for the plaintiff 
and against the defendants in the amount of $87,500. 
Both defendants filed motions for a new trial, with 
defendant Quality filing an alternative motion for 
judgment notwithstanding the verdict. The motions 
were overruled, and both defendants appeal, assign- 
ing as errors: (1) The trial court’s failure to grant 
defendant Quality’s motion for judgment notwith- 
standing the verdict; (2) denying both defendants’ 
motions for a mistrial because of a reference to in- 
surance; (3) excessive damages; and (4) error in 
submitting certain instructions to the jury. 
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Plaintiff claims that on December 30, 1973, while a 
business patron of ‘‘Crazy Dick’s Market’’ car wash, 
he was injured when a cable operating the car wash 
door broke and struck him in his left eye. 

At the time of the accident, Seward was leasing 
the premises and facilities from Quality. The writ- 
ten lease was for a period of 1 year, from January 1, 
1973, through December 31, 1973. The lease pro- 
vided in paragraph five that lessor was to keep the 
premises in good condition, and in paragraph nine 
that lessee would indemnify the lessor for any and 
all damage claims, suits, or judgments arising out of 
any injury to persons using the leased premises. 
Plaintiff offered in evidence the lease with para- 
graph nine obliterated, to which defendants ob- 
jected. The trial court received the exhibit into evi- 
dence and granted leave to defendants to offer the 
entire lease at the applicable time. The relevancy 
of the lease was settled when defendant Quality 
placed in evidence the entire lease. Any complaint 
of defendants concerning admission of the lease ex- 
pired with its offer. 

Defendant Seward testified, concerning the actual 
operations under the lease, that Quality representa- 
tives came monthly to the station to audit and check 
on maintenance problems, but seldom made repairs 
because Seward took care of anything that needed 
repair and sent Quality the bill which Quality always 
paid. Seward related that he or his wife checked the 
car wash every morning because maintenance on 
the doors was important, and he visually checked 
the door and generally put a leather glove on and 
checked the cables and the loop in the cable where it 
attached to the door, but never made an effort to feel 
‘‘clear around the loop’’ end. He further stated that 
during the term of the lease, if a cable had broken, 
he, Seward, would have replaced it himself as he 
had replaced several cables over the past years at 
his cost. He stated that Quality did not do routine 
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maintenance on the car wash because keeping the 
car wash maintained was his responsibility. Jack 
Ginder, owner of defendant Quality, testified that 
Quality owned the car wash involved at the time of 
the accident and the car wash comprised a part of 
the premises leased to defendant Seward, but Sew- 
ard was not paying separate rent for the car wash 
and Seward kept all the profits from its operation. 
Ginder also stated that Seward made all repairs on 
the car wash or if the Overhead Door Company 
made repairs, Quality would pay for it if they were 
substantial. The evidence supports a finding that 
lessee Seward assumed the responsibility for main- 
tenance on the car wash notwithstanding the provi- 
sions of paragraph five of the lease. 

With regard to Quality’s liability, the following 
rule, approved by this court in Sipprell v. Merner 
Motors, 164 Neb. 447, 82 N. W. 2d 648, is applicable 
here: ‘‘Subject to limited exceptions, the general 
rule is that guests and invitees of a tenant derive 
their right to enter upon leased premises through the 
tenant, and have the same but no greater right to 
proceed against the landlord for personal injuries re- 
sulting from alleged defects on the premises than 
the tenant has.’’ The exceptions are: First, when- 
ever the premises are leased for a public purpose 
and the lessor knows at the time of leasing that a 
dangerous condition exists which renders the prem- 
ises unsafe for the public use intended, the lessor is 
liable for injuries sustained by patrons of the lessee; 
secondly, whenever the lessor has contracted to keep 
the premises in good repair and retains control for 
that purpose. 

A lessor of land is subject to liability for bodily 
harm caused to his lessee and others upon the land 
with the consent of the lessee or his sublessee by a 
condition of disrepair existing before or arising after 
the lessee has taken possession, if: (a) the lessor, 
as such, has agreed by a covenant in the lease or 
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otherwise, to keep the land in repair, and (b) the dis- 
repair creates an unreasonable risk to persons upon 
the land which the performance of the lessor’s 
agreement would have prevented. ‘‘Since the duty 
arises out of the existence of the contract to repair, 
the contract defines the extent of the duty. Unless 
the contract stipulates that the lessor shall inspect 
the premises to ascertain the need of repairs, a con- 
tract to keep the interior in safe condition subjects 
the lessor to liability if, but only if, reasonable care 
is not exercised after the lessee has given him notice 
of the need of repairs.’’ Zuroski v. Estate of Strick- 
land, 176 Neb. 633, 126 N. W. 2d 888; Quist v. Duda, 
159 Neb. 393, 67 N. W. 2d 481. 

The evidence clearly establishes that the condi- 
tions and requirements of these applicable excep- 
tions have not been met in this case since the lessee 
assumed the maintenance on the car wash, and he 
did so on many occasions without notifying the 
lessor of any need for repairs. Thus, there was no 
duty imposed on the lessor as to the defective cable 
after commencement of the lease. We, therefore, 
reach the conclusion that under the facts and cir- 
cumstances of this case the lessor, Quality Petro- 
leum Company, Inc. was not liable for bodily harm 
to the plaintiff under the exception to the general 
rule holding lessor liable for injuries to business 
visitors of the lessee. The trial court should have 
granted Quality’s motion to dismiss plaintiff’s peti- 
tion as to Quality and to direct a verdict in favor of 
defendant Quality. 

With regard to Seward’s liability, plaintiff testified 
that on December 30, 1973, he went to the car wash 
to wash his pickup truck. Due to inclement weather 
the entrance door was closed so he got out of his ve- 
hicle, walked over to the buttons by which the door 
is raised and lowered, and pushed the ‘‘up’’ button. 
The door went up about 3 feet and stopped. He 
pushed the ‘‘down’’ button and the door went down. 
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He then pushed the ‘‘up’’ button and the door opened 
completely. He proceeded to drive into the stall, 
pressed the ‘‘down’’ button, and the door closed. Af- 
ter washing his vehicle he walked over to the door 
and pushed the ‘‘up”’ button; the door came up about 
3 feet and stopped. He observed a loop in the cable, 
where it attached to the door, and bent down to look 
at it, at which time the cable snapped and struck 
him in the left eye. Shortly afterwards he was taken 
to a hospital where he received extensive medical 
treatment. 

William K. Mathews, a professional engineer with 
a background in the design and use of wire cable, 
testified that in his opinion the cable broke at the 
loop where it attached to the door. The break was 
progressive in nature and did not occur as a single 
action. It was a gradual progression of wire failure 
over a period of time. A careful inspection of the 
cable a week prior to the accident would have re- 
vealed broken strands of wire, and an inspection 
made a month prior to the break would have indi- 
cated a deterioration of the cable. This expert wit- 
ness presented a photographic slide enlargement of 
the broken cable to confirm his findings. If the jury 
believed this evidence, as apparently it did, Sew- 
ard’s failure to find the defective cable and to warn 
the plaintiff of the potential danger constituted ac- 
tionable negligence. A proprietor must take reason- 
able precautions to protect invitees from foreseeable 
dangers in arrangement and use of his premises. 
Hansen v. First Westside Bank, 182 Neb. 664, 156 N. 
W. 2d 790. The verdict in favor of plaintiff and 
against Seward was correct. 

Plaintiff was 33 years old, married, and had two 
children, ages 9 and 12. He is a skilled craftsman 
engaged in tile and floor installation and had been so 
employed for 5 years prior to the accident. He testi- 
fied that his work demanded excellent depth percep- 
tion vision which he had before the accident, but the 
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injury left him without this essential ability; that his 
wage loss and medical expenses to the time of trial 
exceeded $9,200 and additional medical treatment 
would be necessary; and that due to his eye injury 
his future earning ability would be decreased be- 
cause he could not continue to get top wages. 

Two of plaintiff's coworkers testified they had 
worked with the plaintiff on several jobs prior to and 
after his accident. They were of the opinion that the 
quality of his work had deteriorated since he re- 
turned to work and that his impaired vision was the 
controlling reason. 

Royal F. Jester, Jr.. M.D. and ophthalmologist, 
testified that plaintiff, as a result of the accident, 
has lost his depth perception, has contracted a 
cataract and glaucoma condition, has a definite loss 
of vision even with a corrective lens, and has suf- 
fered permanent damage to his left eye. 

Neil H. Joseph, M.D., specializing in ophthalmol- 
ogy, testified that plaintiff has a definite impairment 
of his left eye and could clinically be considered as 
essentially one-eyed; that the presence of glaucoma 
would be a continuing discomfort requiring future 
medication and treatment; and that his left eye 
could never be normal and a possibility exists it 
could become progressively worse. The verdict of a 
jury will not be disturbed unless it is clearly wrong. 
Andrews v. Wilkie, 181 Neb. 398, 148 N. W. 2d 924; 
Fleming Realty & Ins., Inc. v. Evans, 199 Neb. 440, 
259 N. W. 2d 604. 

Counsel for defendant Seward asked the witness, 
Dr. Joseph, to state what exhibit 46 consisted of 
without going into detail. The witness replied that it 
consisted of, in part, a letter from Mr. Knapp, coun- 
sel for the plaintiff, dated July 6. Upon persistent 
further questioning the witness stated he would go 
into detail only because ‘‘you will snarl me other- 
wise.’’ Plaintiff's counsel, aware of the contents of 
the letter, cautioned Seward’s attorney about going 
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too far with the letter, but to no avail. The cross- 
examination continued and the witness made the fol- 
lowing answer: ‘‘* * * which refers to a copy of a 
letter of Dr. Jester to Mr. Knapp’s office and a letter 
from Dr. Jester to the office later, a letter from Dr. 
Smith referring to the stone problem, diamox ther- 
apy, and it refers to the attorney representing the in- 
surance company for the petroleum company which 
owned the car wash, which John had through his car 
wash, through Mr. Harold Kay, which secured the 
examination.’’ Defendants’ counsel moved for a 
mistrial because of the reference to ‘‘insurance.”’ 

It is apparent from the record that counsel for de- 
fendant Seward injected the reference to insurance 
in a situation where the response of the witness was 
clearly foreseeable or one reasonably to have been 
anticipated. ‘‘* * * defendant [himself] injected the 
matter of insurance into the case * * * any error 
committed by plaintiff in making reference to insur- 
ance was without prejudice to the defendant.”’ 
Stephenson v. De Luxe Parts Co., 133 Neb. 749, 277 
N. W. 44. 

A motion to declare a mistrial is addressed to the 
sound discretion of the trial court, and its ruling will 
not be disturbed on appeal in the absence of a show- 
ing of an abuse of discretion. Regier v. Nebraska P. 
P. Dist., 189 Neb. 56, 199 N. W. 2d 742. In this case 
the trial court in overruling the motion for a mistrial 
acted within its discretion and there is no error. 

Defendant Seward contends the trial court erred in 
giving instruction No. 2. This instruction was enti- 
tled ‘“‘Statement of the Case’’ and set forth the al- 
legations of the parties with specific instructions 
that the jury was to consider subsequent instructions 
as to the proof of the allegations. Instructions 
should be considered together so that they may be 
properly understood, and when, as an entire charge, 
they properly submit the issues to the jury, the 
verdict will not be set aside. Beavers v. Christen- 
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sen, 176 Neb. 162, 125 N. W. 2d 551. 

The action of the District Court in entering judg- 
ment against Quality is reversed and the cause is re- 
manded with instructions to dismiss as to Quality. 
In all other respects the action of the District Court 
in entering judgment pursuant to the verdict of the 
jury is affirmed. 


AFFIRMED IN PART, AND IN PART 
REVERSED AND REMANDED. 


AMERICAN STORES PACKING Co., DIVISION OF ACME 
MaRKETS, INC., A PENNSYLVANIA CORPORATION, 
APPELLANT, V. WILLIAM E.. PETERS, Tax COMMISSIONER 
OF THE STATE OF NEBRASKA, ET AL., APPELLEES. 

277 N. W. 2d 544 


Filed April 17, 1979. No. 41919. 


Property: Taxation: Statutes. Where the primary function of tangi- 
ble personal property is to aid in the production of goods which are 
manufactured for ultimate retail sale, the property will not be ex- 
empt from the use tax as defined by section 77-2702(20), R. R. S. 
1943, merely because some undetermined fraction of the property 
is absorbed into the retail product during its manufacture. 

Appeal from the District Court for Lancaster 

County: SAMUEL VAN PELT, Judge. Affirmed. 


Charles E. Lowe of Woods, Aitken, Smith, Greer, 
Overcash & Spangler, for appellant. 


Paul L. Douglas, Attorney General, and Ralph H. 
Gillan, for appellees. 


Heard before Krivosua, C. J., BosLauGH, McCown, 
CLINTON, BRODKEY, WHITE, and HastTIncs, JJ. 


CLINTON, J. 

The issue in this case is whether cellulose casings 
used in the manufacture of skinless meat products 
such as frankfurters is subject to payment of the use 
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tax prescribed by section 77-2703(2), R. R. S. 1943. 
The Tax Commissioner had assessed against Ameri- 
can Stores, a division of Acme Markets, Inc., a use 
tax deficiency for the period January 1, 1972, to Ap- 
ril 30, 1975. The taxpayer protested and a hearing 
was held as prescribed by statute. The Tax Com- 
missioner, after redetermining the tax, affirmed a 
deficiency assessment of $47,976.37. Appeal was 
then taken to the District Court for Lancaster Coun- 
ty under the provisions of the Administrative Proce- 
dure Act. The District Court affirmed the Tax Com- 
missioner and appeal was then taken to this court. 
We affirm. 

Section 77-2703(2), R. R. S. 1943, provides in part: 
‘‘A use tax is hereby imposed on the storage, use, or 
other consumption in this state of tangible personal 
property purchased, leased or rented from any re- 
tailer on or after June 1, 1967, for storage, use, or 
other consumption in this state at the rate set as pro- 
vided in subsection (1) of this section on the sales 
price of the property ....’’ Subsection (a) of the 
above section provides in part: ‘‘Every person stor- 
ing, using, or otherwise consuming in this state tan- 
gible personal property purchased from a retailer or 
leased or rented from another person for such pur- 
pose is liable for the use tax.’’ Use is defined by 
section 77-2702(20), R. R. S. 1943, as follows: ‘‘Use 
shall mean the exercise of any right or power over 
tangible personal property incident to the ownership 
or possession of that tangible personal property, ex- 
cept that it does not include . . . personal property in 
the regular course of business or the exercise of any 
right or power over tangible personal property 
which will enter. into or become an ingredient or 
component part of tangible personal property manu- 
factured, processed or fabricated for ultimate sale 
at retail.’’ (Emphasis supplied.) 

The precise issue is whether the casing is used so 
that it ‘‘will enter into or become an ingredient or 
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component part’ of the finished meat product and 
thus not subject to the use tax. 

The evidence pertinent to the issue was introduced 
by stipulation of the parties and the explanatory tes- 
timony of a chemist called by American. Stores. The 
testimony of the chemist was founded upon the facts 
and evidence contained in the stipulation and his ob- 
servation of the manufacturing process. He con- 
ducted no chemical or other tests. 

From the evidence, the Tax Commissioner could 
arrive at the following as fact. American Stores is a 
meat packer and manufacturer of finished meat 
products with a plant located in Lincoln, Nebraska. 
Its products are sold to retail food markets for ulti- 
mate resale to consumers. In the process of manu- 
facturing ‘‘skinless’’ frankfurters and certain lunch- 
eon meats, it uses cellulose casings purchased from 
makers outside the state and brings the casings into 
this state for use in the process of manufacture of 
the mentioned meat products. Into the cellulose 
casing have been ‘‘absorbed’’ (the language of the 
chemist) glycerine and moisture. When received, 
the three elements are by weight in the following 
proportions: Cellulose, 60-70 percent; glycerine, 
23-25 percent; and moisture, 6-15 percent. 

The casing is in long, tubular form. In the course 
of manufacture of the skinless meat products, the 
casing is utilized in the following fashion. It is 
stuffed mechanically with the prepared meat prod- 
uct. The casing, after being tied in segments, then 
moves onto a conveyor belt and is subjected to a 
series of processes, among which are a vinegar 
shower, liquid smoke shower, cooking, and a series 
of chill showers. The testimony is that, during the 
vinegar shower, an undetermined amount of the 
glycerine with which the casing is impregnated, 
moves by osmosis from the casing into the meat and 
penetrates the meat slightly. At the end of the proc- 
ess, the cellulose casing is slit by a device with a 
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razor-like edge and the casing is blown off. The 
casing is still recognizable as a casing, but it is with- 
out economic value and is discarded. 

The glycerine and moisture in the casing serve 
several functions. In the words of the chemist, they 
make the cellulose manageable so that it can be 
stuffed, shaped, and conveyed. The glycerine per- 
mits the casing to be peeled easily from the frank- 
furter or other product after slitting. The glycerine 
also coats the outer surface of the product, improves 
its appearance, and inhibits drying out of the prod- 
uct, thus increasing its shelf life. Two and one-tenth 
percent of the casings contain dye which moves into 
the meat with the glycerine and improves the color- 
ation of the product. The chemist testified it would 
be excessively expensive to conduct tests to deter- 
mine the amount of glycerine moving from the cas- 
ing into the meat because there is already glycerine 
in the meat and the testing would be complex. 

The position of American Stores, stated in the 
briefest form, is that ‘‘enough [of the glycerine] 
goes in [to the product] to make a difference’’ and 
this should be the test of whether the casing enters 
into or becomes an ingredient or component part of 
the product. The Tax Commissioner emphasizes 
that the casings as such do not enter into or become 
components or ingredients of the product in any real 
sense and American Stores is the ultimate consumer 
of the casings. He points out the general plan of the 
sales and use tax is that every item of personal prop- 
erty, not specifically excluded, is to be subject to 
either one or the other of the taxes at some point of 
the chain of commerce. Pepsi Cola Bottling Co. v. 
Peters, 189 Neb. 271, 202 N. W. 2d 582. Unless, there- 
fore, the tax is imposed on the use of the casings in 
the hands of American Stores, the casings escape 
taxation completely. 

We do not propose to discuss in any detail Ameri- 
can Stores’ highly refined semantic arguments. Nor 
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do we think it necessary to discuss rules of construc- 
tion of statutes. We find the precedents cited by the 
Tax Commissioner the most persuasive. 

American Stores argues that this case is governed 
by State v. United States Steel Corporation, 281 Ala. 
553, 206 So. 2d 358; and State v. Southern Kraft Cor- 
poration, 243 Ala. 223, 8 So. 2d 886. In State v. 
United States Steel Corporation, supra, the issue was 
whether the sales of oxygen to a manufacturer of 
steel were retail sales subject to tax, or wholesale 
sales not subject to tax. The determination of the is- 
sue depended upon language of the Alabama statute 
defining wholesale sales as including those of tangi- 
ble personal property ‘‘ ‘which enters into and be- 
comes an ingredient or component part’’”’ of the 
product which is manufactured for sale. In that 
case, the oxygen was acquired from a seller in the 
state. This would be the same situation in our case 
had American Stores purchased the casings from a 
supplier in this state. The issue in the two cases is 
therefore essentially identical although one involves 
use tax and the other sales tax. In our judgment, 
however, the difference in facts makes the Alabama 
precedent inapplicable to the issue here. In the Ala- 
bama case, the oxygen was injected into the molten 
metal in the furnaces. The purpose of putting the 
oxygen in the steel was to control the carbon content 
of the steel and contribute to its hardness and 
smoothness. Clearly in that case the oxygen was an 
essential component that entered into the chemical 
process of making steel. The oxygen did not in any 
degree serve the function of a mold or substitute for 
any mechanical device. It was in any view an in- 
gredient even though most of the oxygen escaped or 
remained in the slag which was the waste product 
remaining after the process was completed. State 
v. Southern Kraft Corporation, supra, involved pa- 
per manufacture and the issue was whether or not 
various chemicals, such as lime, sulphur, and others 
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used in the process, became ‘‘ ‘ingredient or com- 
ponent part of the finished product.’’’ The court 
held as fact that the chemicals did become a sub- 
stantial ‘‘ingredient or component part,’’ even 
though only a small percentage remained in the fin- 
ished product. State v. Southern Kraft Corporation, 
Supra, in our view, involves essentially the same 
situation as that in State v. United States Steel Cor- 
poration, supra. 

The Tax Commissioner here relies upon the fol- 
lowing precedents: Luer Pack. Co. v. State Bd. of 
Equalization, 101 Cal. App. 2d 99, 224 P. 2d 744; 
Briggs and Co. v. District of Columbia, 196 F. 2d 241 
(D. C. Cir., 1952); Smith Refining Co. v. Dept. of Fi- 
nance, 371 Ill. 405, 21 N. E. 2d 292; Traigle v. PPG 
Industries, Inc., 332 So. 2d 777 (La., 1976); Union 
Portland Cement Co. v. State Tax Commission, 110 
Utah 135, 170 P. 2d 164; American Distilling Co. v. 
State Board of Equalization, 55 Cal. App. 2d 799, 131 
P. 2d 609; Hervey v. Internatl. Paper Co., 252 Ark. 
913, 483 S. W. 2d 199. Under the facts of this case, 
these precedents are more on point than the Ala- 
bama authorities. ; 

Briggs and Co. v. District of Columbia, supra, and 
Luer Pack. Co. v. State Bd. of Equalization, supra, 
both involved imposition of use tax upon cellulose 
casings used in the manufacture of skinless frank- 
furters by means of a process essentially the same 
as in the case before us. In Luer it was argued the 
casings were exempt because, among other reasons, 
of a food product exemption in the California stat- 
ute. In that case the court mentions in its opinion 
that part of the glycerine migrates from the casing 
into the meat. The fact some of the glycerine mi- 
grated did not make the casing a food product. In 
Briggs the statutory exception was of property “ ‘in 
which the purpose of the purchaser is * * * to use or 
incorporate the property so transferred as a mate- 
rial or part of other tangible personal property to be 
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produced for sale by manufacturing, assembling, 
processing ....’’’ The court there regarded the 
casing as merely an instrumentality or utensil used 
in the manufacture and not as property being incor- 
porated into the product. 

In Smith Refining Co. v. Dept. of Finance, supra, 
the material subject to the tax was ‘‘core oil.’’ In 
that case the statutory exemption was of property pur- 
chased ‘‘ ‘for use and consumption and not for resale 
in any form as tangible personal property.’ ’’ The fol- 
lowing extract from the opinion gives the essential 
facts: ‘‘The purchasers of the core oil are engaged 
in the business of making iron castings to be sold by 
them. In many castings voids or cavities are neces- 
sary. In order to make these voids cores are used. 
The cores are made in the shape and size of the de- 
sired void. The core is placed inside the mould and 
hot metal is poured in the space between the core 
and the mould. When the metal solidifies, it is the 
iron casting. The core is composed of sand and core 
oil. The function of the core oil is to bind the grains 
of sand together. After the metal has cooled the 
core is removed. It is conceded the core oil is not 
resold as core oil. The decisive issue is whether it is 
resold ‘in any form’ as tangible personal property.”’ 
The evidence there showed that ‘‘some of the core 
oil decomposes and that a portion of the carbon 
formed by such decomposition is absorbed by and 
becomes a part of the iron casting.’’ The court up- 
held a determination that the core oil did not in any 
form become an ingredient or constituent of the 
molding within the meaning of the pertinent statute. 
In so doing it relied primarily upon the function per- 
formed by the oil and regarded as de minimis that 
part of the oil which became part of the castings. 
The other authorities cited by the Tax Commissioner 
involved comparable situations and statutes and the 
issue was resolved on a variety of rationales, but all 
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are supportive of the Tax Commissioner’s position. 
We will not discuss them. 

The determination of whether or not tangible prop- 
erty enters into or becomes an ingredient or com- 
ponent part of other property does not ordinarily of- 
fer any difficulty. The lumber which goes into the 
manufacture of a piece of furniture obviously be- 
comes a component part of that furniture, i.e., the 
function of the lumber is that of being a component 
and it serves no other purpose. In the case before 
us, the casing served the apparently indispensable 
function of a mold. In the end, the casing is dis- 
carded. It does not become an ingredient or com- 
ponent in any real sense, as it does not reach the ul- 
itmate consumer of the meat product. If one judges 
solely by the physical evidence, i.e., a sample of un- 
used casing and a sample of used casing, the answer 
seems almost obvious. The casing remains after 
the manufacture. The principal function of the 
glycerine and moisture is to enable the casing to 
serve its function. The transfer of some part of the 
glycerine into meat which already contains glycer- 
ine appears incidental. 

The Tax Commissioner’s determination that the 
cellulose casing did not enter into or become an in- 
gredient or component part of the meat products 
within the meaning and purpose of sections 77-2702 
(20), R. R. 8. 1948, was correct and was properly 
sustained by the District Court. 

AFFIRMED. 
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EDwINn G. RENTSCHLER AND MILDRED FE’. RENTSCHLER, 


APPELLANTS, V. JOSEPH J. WALNOFER AND JOYCE 
WALNOFER, APPELLEES. 
277 N. W. 20 548 


Filed April 17, 1979. No. 42094. 


Equity. It is the duty of the Supreme Court to try the issues of fact 
de novo on the record without reference to the findings of the Dis- 
trict Court. Such independent conclusions of fact must be deter- 
mined by the Supreme Court in accordance with the ordinary rules 
governing the burden of proof and the competency and materiality 
of the evidence. 

Adverse Possession: Time. One who claims title by adverse pos- 
session must prove by a preponderance of the evidence that he has 
been in actual, continuous, exclusive, notorious, and adverse pos- 
session under claim of ownership for a full period of 10 years. 
Adverse Possession. To permit tacking of successive adverse pos- 
session of grantees of an area not within the calls of a deed, but 
contiguous thereto, among the ultimate facts to be established is 
the intended and actual transfer and delivery of such area to the 
grantee as successor in ownership, possession, and claim. 

Adverse Possession: Time. Title may not be granted or quieted 
on the theory of adverse possession in the absence of proof of exclu- 
sive possession for a purpose to which the land is adapted for the 
statutory period of 10 years. 

Adverse Possession. Acts of dominion over the land must, to be ef- 
fective as against the true owner, be so open, notorious, and hostile 
as to put an ordinarily prudent person on notice of the fact that his 
lands are in the adverse possession of another. 

Adverse Possession: Intent. A person claiming title by adverse 
possession must occupy and possess the land adversely to the rec- 
ord owners with the requisite intent and purpose to assert owner- 
ship. 


Appeal from the District Court for Holt County: 


Henry F. REIMER, Judge. Affirmed. 


Ww 


Magnuson, Magnuson & Peetz, for appellants. 
Dennis J. Mullin, for appellees. 


Heard before Krivosusa, C. J., McCown, and 
HITE, JJ., and Kortum and FAauRNBRUCH, District 


Judges. 


F AHRNBRUCH, District Judge. 
Edwin G. Rentschler and Mildred F. Rentschler, 
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as plaintiffs, sought to enjoin defendants from re- 
moving an alleged boundary fence and prayed that 
the title to a small parcel of land in Holt County, Ne- 
braska, be quieted in them. After trial, the District 
Court dismissed their petition and quieted title to the 
disputed parcel in the defendants. Plaintiffs appeal 
to this court. We affirm. 

The Rentschlers are record owners of the north- 
east quarter of the northwest quarter of Section 26, 
Township 31 North, Range 15 West of the 6th P.M. in 
Holt County, Nebraska, consisting of 40 acres. As 
far as relevant here, the 40 acres was originally 
owned in fee by DeWitt Dexter Cotton. He died in 
1952. Mr. Cotton’s will devised a one-half interest to 
the 40 acres to his wife, Audrey Cotton, and granted 
her a life estate in the other one-half interest. Other 
of Mr. Cotton’s devisees received the remainder in- 
terest. In 1976, Audrey Cotton deeded her interest in 
the 40 acres to plaintiffs. The remaindermen, in 
1976, deeded their interest in the 40 acres to Edward 
FE. Walnofer and Darlyne Walnofer and to plaintiffs. 
Edward F. Walnofer and Darlyne Walnofer then 
conveyed their interest to plaintiffs as joint tenants 
with right of survivorship and thereafter the plain- 
tiffs deeded the 40 acres to themselves as tenants in 
common. 

The disputed parcel is contiguous to the east 
boundary of the Rentschlers’ 40 acres and is in- 
cluded in the north half of the northeast quarter of 
Section 26, Township 31 North, Range 15 West of the 
6th P.M. in Holt County, of which the defendants 
Joseph J. Walnofer and Joyce Walnofer are and 
have been the record owners since 1963. 

More precisely, the boundary of the disputed 
parcel begins at the north quarter section corner of 
Section 26, proceeds south along the quarter section 
line a distance of 216.5 feet; thence left, at an angle of 
96° 21’, in a southeasterly direction of 91.2 feet; 
thence left, at an angle of 87° 52’, more or less in a 
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northerly direction a distance of 226.8 feet to the 
north section line; thence westerly along the section 
line a distance of 107.13 feet to the point of begin- 
ning. There is an east-west section line county road 
along the entire north boundary of Section 26. A 
portion of the area is wooded and has a stream run- 
ning through it. 

In the early 1930’s, a fishing club constructed a 
dam in the northeast quarter of DeWitt Dexter Cot- 
ton’s 40 acres. The dam was constructed somewhat 
diagonally from the southeast to the northwest and 
was located near the east and north boundary of the 
40 acres. The dam and impounded water occupied 
about 5 of the 40 acres. Water was supplied from 
springs on the Cotton property. The dam was re- 
built in the early or mid-1940’s and was rebuilt again 
in 1977 by Mr. Rentschler after he and his wife ac- 
quired title to the 40 acres. 

After the dam was originally built, Mr. Cotton 
orally leased the resultant pond to the fishing club. 
Records of the fishing club reflecting payments of 
rent are spotty. There are no records of rental pay- 
ments in 1946, 1951, 1954, 1963, and 1964. In 1950, the 
club discussed repairing a bridge and fence on the 
pond, but the records do not reveal where they were 
located. James W. Galyen, who became a member 
of the club in 1947, testified that the fence was along 
the north border of the disputed parcel and there 
was a gate there. He fished the Cotton pond each 
year until the club ceased using the pond. He fur- 
ther testified that there was a gate on the south 
border of the disputed parcel, which parcel lies di- 
rectly east of the dam. Fishing club members used 
the gate on the north boundary of the disputed 
parcel but not the south border gate. He and others 
testified that fishing club members sometimes used 
a gate west of the dam on the Cotton property to 
gain access to the pond. Galyen further testified 
that from 1947 to the early 1960’s, fishing was gen- 
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erally confined to the months of April through June 
and in the fall of the year, due to weather conditions. 

Fishing club members drove into the disputed par- 
cel along a vehicle trail, parked their vehicles off the 
trial, and walked on a foot trail through a grove of 
trees to the dam where they fished the pond. At one 
time an outhouse was build on the disputed parcel 
and a picnic table was located thereon. Both had 
disappeared several years before trial. 

Willia Havranek, a teacher and a niece of the Cot- 
tons who had lived with them from 1929 until 1946, 
held school picnics on the disputed parcel. She testi- 
fied that a fence was built along the eastern bound- 
ary of the disputed parcel prior to 1940. A photo 
taken at a school picnic in 1940 reflects posts but re- 
veals no wire fence. Mrs. Havranek further testi- 
fied that a civic club to which she belonged had also 
held picnics on the disputed parcel. 

Plaintiff Edwin G. Rentschler testified that in 1976 
he cleaned out some brush from the disputed parcel. 
He and the defendant, Joseph J. Walnofer, repaired 
the fence around the disputed parcel. He testified 
that at that time there was no gate in the north 
boundary, only an open space, although at one time 
there had been a gate. The record is silent as to 
who supplied replacement fence posts and repair 
wire in 1976. Mr. Rentschler testified that there was 
a gate in the north boundary fence on July 5, 1977. 
He grazed his cattle on the disputed parcel in 1976. 
Mr. Rentschler further testified that in the fall of 
1976, defendant, Joseph Walnofer, requested permis- 
sion to water his cattle in the disputed area, which 
was granted. Mr. Walnofer denied that he request- 
ed such permission, but testified he did water his 
cattle in the disputed area in the fall of 1976. 

It is on the basis of the above facts that plaintiffs 
claim ownership of the disputed parcel of land under 
the doctrine of adverse possession by both plaintiffs 
and their predecessors in title. 
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Defendants’ evidence reflects that the north half of 
the northeast quarter of Section 26 was owned by one 
Catherine Seger until her death in 1962. She had ac- 
quired ownership from her grandparents, who ac- 
quired it under a tree claim. Catherine Seger’s hus- 
band died in 1956, and her son, Leo F. Seger, then 
managed the land until his death, which also oc- 
curred in 1962. In 1963, the quarter section was sold 
to Edward F. Walnofer and defendant, Joseph J. 
Walnofer. Thereafter, the north half of the quarter 
was conveyed to defendants in the same year. 

Defendants’ evidence further reflects that in the 
mid-1940’s there was no fence on the north side of the 
Seger quarter but that there was a fence on or near 
the north-south quarter section line between the 
Seger and Cotton properties and that such fence ran 
north to the county road. A north-south fence was 
built by Mr. Cotton generally along the quarter sec- 
tion line between the Cotton and Seger properties af- 
ter the flood in the 1940’s. 

In September 1953, the east and south sides of the 
disputed parcel were fenced and a gate was installed 
in the south boundary fence. The Segers furnished 
the fence and posts and supplied the consideration to 
Marion Davis for constructing the fence. Marion 
Davis’ son, Jim Davis, and Joe Mix actually did the 
work. Jim Davis testified that between 1952 and 
1962 he and his father used the disputed area as ac- 
cess to other portions of the Seger property and that 
he had trapped mink in the disputed area below the 
dam. He testified that Mrs. Cotton forbid him to 
fish in the Cotton pond, but said that he could fish be- 
low the dam because nobody would bother him there 
and she didn’t have any jurisdiction over that. He 
stated Leo F. Seger had the disputed area fenced as 
he did in 1953 because Mr. Seger didn’t like to open 
gates when he went fishing. Mr. Seger became a 
member of the fishing club in 1946. 

After the disputed area was fenced off, Jim Davis 
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and his father sharecropped hay with the Segers 
until the early 1960’s when the property was sold. 
They used the disputed area as access to the Seger 
meadow, stored machinery, and stacked hay there. 
Earlier in the 1940’s, John Hamik rented the Seger 
land and used the disputed area as a hay meadow. 
The Walnofers raised hay on the land south of the 
Seger property and from the 1940’s traveled across 
the disputed parcel to get to their hay. Defendant, 
Joseph J. Walnofer, testified that at no time did the 
parking of fishing club members’ cars interfere with 
his use of the disputed parcel. There was testimony 
that since the 1960’s Mr. Walnofer, during portions of 
the year, kept hay on an underslung on the disputed 
parcel. Mr. Walnofer paid taxes on the disputed 
parcel from 1963 each year until date of trial. 

Joyce Walnofer testified that she and her family 
used the disputed area for picnics from 1959 to 1975. 
Oliver Horton testified that he and defendant, Joseph 
J. Walnofer, cut wood in the disputed area in 1969 or 
1970 and that Mr. Walnofer gave him the wood. 
Simon Timmerman testified that he was a tenant of 
the Cotton land from 1953 until 1976. When he first 
rented the Cotton 40 acres, Mr. Timmerman ob- 
served a north-south fence directly east of the dam 
and that the fence veered toward the west around 
the dam. He saw defendant, Joseph J. Walnofer, 
graze cattle in the disputed parcel. 

One who claims title by adverse possession must 
prove by a preponderance of the evidence that he 
has been in actual, continuous, exclusive, notorious, 
and adverse possession under claim of ownership for 
a full period of 10 years. Barnes v. Milligan, 200 
Neb. 450, 264 N. W. 2d 186; Campbell v. Buckler, 192 
Neb. 336, 220 N. W. 2d 248; Shirk v. Schmunk, 192 
Neb. 25, 218 N. W. 2d 433. Such 10-year period is 
fixed by statute. § 25-202, R. S. Supp., 1978. 

In the instant case the record is devoid of plain- 
tiffs’ predecessors in title to the 40 acres personally 
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occupying the disputed parcel. Willia Havranek 
held some picnics on the disputed parcel, but that 
was before she had any interest in the property. Her 
residual 184th title in the Cotton 40 acres was not es- 
tablished until 1952 when DeWitt Dexter Cotton died, 
and her possessory interest was not established until 
Mr. Cotton’s wife, Audrey, relinquished her life 
tenancy in 1976. The Cottons’ tenant from 1953 to 
1976, Simon Timmerman, was never on the disputed 
parcel on behalf of the Cottons, nor did he ever do 
anything with it. 

Therefore, to be successful in this action in their 
claim of adverse possession to the disputed parcel, 
the plaintiffs must first establish that the Cottons 
leased the disputed parcel to the fishing club and 
that, as a tenant of the Cottons, the club had actual, 
continuous, exclusive, notorious, and adverse pos- 
session under claim of Cotton ownership for a full 
period of 10 years. The evidence is lacking to sup- 
port such conclusion. 

Throughout all of the evidence any reference to a 
rental agreement between the Cottons and the fish- 
ing club refer to leasing the ‘‘Cotton pond” or 
‘‘pond.’”’ We can find no evidence in the record that 
Mr. Cotton or his successors even purported to lease 
the disputed parcel to the fishing club. Minutes of 
the fishing club of March 31, 1937, negative any sug- 
gestion that the fishing club from the inception of the 
dam and pond to March 31, 1937, leased the disputed 
area. The minutes reflect: ‘‘Planck reported a 
camp ground on the east side of Cottons (sic) pond 
had been obtained.’’ Had the fishing club leased the 
disputed area prior to March of 1937 from the Cot- 
tons, it would not have been necessary to ‘‘obtain” a 
campsite. That the Cottons considered they leased 
only the pond to the fishing club and not the disputed 
parcel is evidenced by the testimony of Jim Davis 
quoting Audrey Cotton as saying the pond was a 
‘private pond,’ but Davis could fish below the pond 
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because ‘‘she didn’t have any jurisdiction over 
that.’’ At that time, Audrey Cotton was the widow 
of DeWitt Dexter Cotton, had a life tenancy, and 
owned one-half of the fee title to the Cotton 40 acres. 

In the early 1940’s, John Hamik, tenant of the Seg- 
ers, used the disputed area as a hay meadow. In the 
early and mid-1940’s, the Walnofers used the dis- 
puted parcel as access to their hay land south of the 
Seger land. In the late 1940’s, the Segers used the 
disputed area to camp, park their car, and Paul 
Seger, grandson of Catherine Seger, used it to fish 
below the dam. 

After the dam went out in the early or mid-1940’s, 
according to Paul Seger’s testimony, Mr. Cotton 
built a quarter section fence between his 40 acres 
and the Seger land. As it approached the north sec- 
tion line road, the fence veered to the west. At that 
time Mr. Cotton raised milk cows. The Segers 
raised no cattle. Paul Seger testified that the fence 
was still there in 1952 but had deteriorated since 
then. His testimony is corroborated in part by 
Simon Timmerman, former tenant of the Cottons, 
and by Jim Davis. 

Between 1952 and 1962, the Walnofers used the dis- 
puted area as access to hay land south of the dis- 
puted parcel; the defendants used it for picnics as 
did Jim Davis and his family and a school picnic 
was held there. Jim Davis trapped mink in the dis- 
puted area. He, his father, and Leo F’. Seger used 
the disputed land and no one ever tried to keep Jim 
Davis out of it. It cannot be said that the fishing 
club members exclusively possessed the disputed 
property. In Oliver v. Thomas, 173 Neb. 36, 112 N. 
W. 2d 525, it was said: ‘‘Title may not be granted or 
quieted on the theory of adverse possession in the 
absence of proof of exclusive possession for a pur- 
pose to which the land is adapted for the statutory 
period of 10 years.”’ 

Neither the Cotton nor the fishing club members’ 
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activities were so hostile as to give the Segers or de- 
fendants notice of adverse possession by another. In 
fact, neither the Cotton nor the fishing club mem- 
bers’ activities ever interfered with the use of the 
land by the Segers or the defendants. As was said in 
Dartmouth College v. Rose, 172 Neb. 764, 112 N. W. 
2d 256: ‘‘ ‘* * * acts of dominion over the land must, 
to be effective as against the true owner, be so open, 
notorious, and hostile as to put an ordinarily prudent 
person on notice of the fact that his lands are in the 
adverse possession of another. A mere temporary 
use of the property by a trespasser at intervals, 
whether such intervals are remote or frequent, is 
not enough.’ ’’’ The mere sporadic parking of cars 
on the disputed parcel by fishing club members and 
their walking across the parcel to a fish pond which 
the club leased from another landowner, all of which 
did not interfere with the use of the disputed parcel 
by the title owners, is hardly sufficient under the 
facts of this case to put an ordinarily prudent person 
on notice of the fact that his lands are in the adverse 
possession of another. There is no evidence in the 
record that the fishing club members had exclusive 
use of the outhouse or of the picnic table when they 
were located on the disputed property. 

Plaintiffs’ evidence also fails to show that the Cot- 
tons and their successors, other than the plaintiffs, 
occupied and possessed the disputed parcel adverse- 
ly to the record owners with the requisite intent and 
purpose to assert ownership of the disputed parcel. 
As was said in Barnes v. Milligan, 200 Neb. 450, 264 
N. W. 2d 186: ‘‘A long line of cases make it evident 
that intent has always been an element in Nebraska. 
The intent may be either actual or presumed, or in- 
ferred from the circumstances.’’ Here, the facts 
militate to the contrary. Plaintiffs’ intent could not 
have formed until 1976 and is well short of the 10- 
year period for adverse possession. 

Plaintiffs’ adverse possession claim must fail for 
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yet another reason. There must be privity of pos- 
session of the disputed parcel between the plaintiffs 
and their predecessors in title for the statutory peri- 
od. Such evidence is lacking in this case. None of 
plaintiffs’ grantors included the disputed parcel in 
the calls of their deeds. Such omission in and.of it- 
self is not fatal, but in the event of such omission, it 
is necessary for the plaintiffs to establish privity of 
possession by competent evidence that they and 
their predecessors actually occupied the disputed 
parcel for the full 10-year statutory period. It was 
said in Bryan v. Reifschneider, 181 Neb. 787, 150 N. 
W. 2d 900: ‘‘Successive occupancies aione do not es- 
tablish privity but only show a succession of inde- 
pendent trespasses.’’ 

Thus, to permit tacking of successive adverse pos- 
session of grantees of an area not within the calls of 
a deed or contract, but contiguous thereto, among 
the ultimate facts to be established is the intended 
and actual transfer and delivery of such area to the 
grantees as successors in ownership, possession, and 
claim. Privity means privity of possession. It is 
the transfer of possession, not title, which is the es- 
sential element. And, the adverse possession must 
be continuous. Bryan v. Reifschneider, supra. 

In the case before us, there was no continuous ex- 
clusive adverse possession of the disputed parcel by 
DeWitt Dexter Cotton while he was alive or thereaf- 
ter by his devisees. Title owner, Catherine Seger, 
and her successors in title used the disputed parcel 
as they desired and for the purposes for which the 
parcel was suited. Any use of the disputed parcel 
by the fishing club members was not exclusive and 
did not interfere with the title owners’ use. There is 
not one scintilla of evidence in the record that after 
the fishing club stopped leasing the Cotton pond in 
1970, any of the devisees of DeWitt Dexter Cotton or 
anyone in their behalf actually occupied or used any 
portion of the disputed parcel. Neither is there any 
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evidence, actual, circumstantial, nor inferential, 
that any of Mr. Cotton’s devisees intended to trans- 
fer possession of the disputed parcel. The plaintiffs 
have simply failed to prove by a preponderance of 
the evidence that there was the necessary privity of 
possession between them and their predecessors. 

This being an action in equity, it is the duty of this 
court to try the issues of fact de novo on the record 
and to reach an independent conclusion thereon 
without reference to the findings of the District 
Court. § 25-1925, R. R. 8. 1948; Shirk v. Schmunk, 
192 Neb. 25, 218 N. W. 2d 4383. Such independent con- 
clusions of fact must be determined by this court in 
accordance with the ordinary rules governing the 
burden of proof and the competency and materiality 
of the evidence. Shirk v. Schmunk, supra. 

In applying those rules, we find that the plaintiffs 
have failed to prove by a preponderance of the evi- 
dence that they have been in actual, continuous, ex- 
clusive, notorious, and adverse possession under 
claim of ownership of the disputed parcel for a full 
period of 10 years. 

The judgment of the trial court is in all respects 
affirmed. 

AFFIRMED. 


STATE OF NEBRASKA, APPELLEE, V. FLOYD C. MOorg, 
APPELLANT. 
277 N. W. 2d 554 


Filed April 17, 1979. No. 42104. 


1. Criminal Law: Right to Counsel. An accused person is entitled to 
counsel at every critical stage of a criminal proceeding. 

2. Criminal Law: Constitutional Law: Right to Counsel. If an indi- 
gent defendant was deprived of his constitutional right to counsel 
by not being furnished an attorney to present his appeal to the ap- 
pellate court, he was not afforded an effective appeal and the deci- 
sion thereon must be deemed a nullity. 
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3. Criminal Law: Right to Counsel: Waiver. Absent a knowing and 
intelligent waiver, no person may be imprisoned for any offense, 
whether classified as petty, misdemeanor, or felony, unless he was 
represented by counsel at his trial. 

4. Criminal Law: Constitutional Law: Right to Counsel: Waiver. 
The due process clause of the Fourteenth Amendment to the Consti- 
tution of the United States guarantees the assistance of counsel un- 
less that right is intelligently and understandingly waived by the 
accused. Courts must indulge every reasonable presumption 
against a waiver of fundamental constitutional rights, and do not 
presume acquiescence in their loss. 

5. Criminal Law: Right to Counsel. No defendant can be completely 
denied the assistance of counsel absent a determination of his 
ability to retain counsel or his desire to have counsel appointed. 


Appeal from the District Court for Douglas Coun- 
ty: THEODORE L. RICHLING, Judge. Judgment and 
sentence vacated and set aside. Cause remanded 
for further proceedings. 


Thomas M. Kenney, Douglas County Public De- 
fender, and Stanley A. Krieger, for appellant. 


Paul L. Douglas, Attorney General, and Melvin K. 
Kammerlohr, for appellee. 


Heard before Krivosua, C. J., BosLauGH, McCown, 
CLINTON, BRODKEY, WHITE, and HastTInGs, JJ. 


McCown, J. 

This is a post conviction action. The defendant 
challenges his conviction in the municipal court of 
Omaha of the misdemeanor offense of refusing to 
submit to a blood, breath, or urine test, and his sen- 
tence of 90 days in jail. After an evidentiary hear- 
ing, the municipal court denied the motion to vacate 
judgment and sentence. The District Court af- 
firmed the judgment of the municipal court and this 
appeal followed. The defendant alleges that he was 
denied the right to counsel both at his trial and on an 
attempted appeal to the District Court. 

On May 6, 1977, the defendant was charged with 
refusal to submit to a blood, breath, or urine test in 
violation of section 39-669.08, R. R. S. 1943, a misde- 
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meanor. Defendant was arraigned on the same day 
and was advised by the court of his right to an attor- 
ney and to have an attorney appointed if he was un- 
able to afford one. The defendant told the court that 
he would get his own attorney. The trial was set for 
June 14, 1977, and defendant was released on bail. 
The defendant attempted to obtain an attorney but 
could not raise enough money. On June 6, 1977, the 
defendant was arrested and jailed for parole viola- 
tion. He testified that he was unable to obtain an at- 
torney while he was in jail, and his wife was also un- 
able to obtain counsel for him. 

The defendant appeared without counsel at his 
trial on June 14, 1977. The trial judge was not the 
same judge who conducted the arraignment. The 
trial judge inquired as to whether the defendant had 
been advised of his right to counsel at the time of ar- 
raignment in May, and the defendant answered af- 
firmatively. The trial judge then asked whether the 
defendant had talked to his lawyer and the defend- 
ant responded: ‘‘I couldn’t. I was in jail.’’ The 
trial court then stated: ‘‘All right, but you knew you 
had a right to a lawyer.’’, and the defendant re- 
sponded: ‘‘Yes, yes, I knew.’’ The judge then an- 
nounced that he would take judicial notice that the 
jail had a telephone and said: ‘‘Well, I guess you’ll 
have to go on your own then * * *.’’ This constituted 
the entire discussion as to defendant’s right to coun- 
sel. There was no inquiry as to whether the defend- 
ant still desired counsel, or was willing to waive his 
right to counsel, nor as to the indigency of the de- 
fendant. 

Trial proceeded and the defendant attempted to 
represent himself. At the conclusion of the testi- 
mony the trial court found the defendant guilty of re- 
fusing to submit to a blood, breath, or urine test, but 
not guilty of driving while intoxicated. The court 
sentenced the defendant to 90 days in jail, a 6-month 
suspension of operator’s license, and a $100 fine. 
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The court also set a $300 appeal bond. 

Following his conviction the defendant attempted 
to file an appeal. He wrote a letter to one of the mu- 
nicipal court judges telling him that he wanted to ap- 
peal and wanted an attorney on appeal. The defend- 
ant’s wife sent a letter to the same effect to the trial 
judge and testified that she had also telephoned the 
trial court and the public defender’s office several 
times in regard to her husband’s appeal. The trial 
judge remembered having received a letter in the 
case but could not recall if it had anything to do with 
an appeal. He gave the letter to a bailiff to be at- 
tached to the defendant’s file. The parties have 
stipulated that the letter in question was destroyed. 
At no time before the time for appeal had expired 
was an attorney ever appointed for the defendant. 

On the last day for appeal an attorney in the public 
defender’s office attempted to have the defendant 
brought before a judge of the municipal court so that 
the defendant could personally request the appoint- 
ment of counsel on appeal, but the defendant had 
been transported to the penal complex that morning. 
The same attorney then filed an unexecuted appeal 
bond in order to indicate the defendant’s desire to 
appeal. 

On August 5, 1977, the defendant filed a poverty 
affidavit requesting appointment of counsel. The 
defendant was found to be indigent, the public de- 
fender’s office was appointed to represent him, and 
the motion for post conviction relief here was filed. 
The municipal court, after an evidentiary hearing, 
overruled the motion for post conviction relief. On 
appeal to the District Court, that court affirmed the 
judgment of the municipal court, and this appeal fol- 
lowed. 

There is little or no dispute as to the facts in this 
case, although there is a substantial dispute as to the 
inferences to be drawn from those facts. The evi- 
dence is undisputed that both the defendant and his 


98 NEBRASKA REPORTS [VoL. 203 


State v. Moore 


wife requested that counsel be appointed for the de- 
fendant on appeal following his conviction. Those 
requests for appointment of counsel were ignored. 

The law is clear that an accused person is entitled 
to counsel at every critical stage of a criminal pro- 
ceeding. State v. Journey, 186 Neb. 416, 183 N. W. 2d 
494, If an indigent defendant was deprived of his 
constitutional right to counsel by not being furnished 
an attorney to present his appeal to the appellate 
court, he was not afforded an effective appeal and 
the decision thereon must be deemed a nullity. State 
v. Blunt, 197 Neb. 82, 246 N. W. 2d 727. 

The remaining issue is whether or not the defend- 
ant was denied his constitutional right to counsel at 
the trial. The State’s position is that the defendant’s 
statement at the arraignment that he would obtain 
his own counsel, and his appearance at trial without 
counsel, constituted a waiver of his right to counsel 
at trial in the absence of an assertion of indigency by 
the defendant. We disagree. 

In Argersinger v. Hamlin, 407 U. S. 25, 92 S. Ct. 
2006, 32 L. Ed. 2d 530, the United States Supreme 
Court said: ‘‘We hold, therefore, that absent a 
knowing and intelligent waiver, no person may be 
imprisoned for any offense, whether classified as 
petty, misdemeanor, or felony, unless he was repre- 
sented by counsel at his trial.’’ 

In Case v. State, 177 Neb. 404, 129 N. W. 2d 107, this 
court said: ‘‘The due process clause of the Four- 
teenth Amendment guarantees the assistance of 
counsel unless that right is intelligently and under- 
standingly waived by the accused. Courts must in- 
dulge every reasonable presumption against a 
waiver of fundamental constitutional rights, and do 
not presume acquiescence in their loss.”’ 

In the case now before us when the defendant ap- 
peared at trial without counsel the trial court did not 
inquire whether the defendant had counsel or want- 
ed counsel. When the defendant advised the court 
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that he had not talked to a lawyer because he had 
been in jail, the court made no inquiry into the rea- 
sons for the absence of counsel, nor did it inquire as 
to the financial circumstances of the defendant, or 
whether or not the defendant could afford a lawyer. 
Although the defendant had already affirmatively 
indicated his intention to exercise his constitutional 
right to counsel by retaining private counsel, the 
court interpreted the defendant’s appearance at trial 
without counsel as an affirmative, intelligent, and 
understanding waiver of his constitutional right to 
counsel simply because the defendant had been ad- 
vised of his right to counsel a month before. Under 
the circumstances here it was wholly unreasonable 
to assume that the defendant had conclusively re- 
jected an offer of counsel, much less that he had af- 
firmatively waived his right to counsel. 

The State seeks to equate the defendant’s failure 
to affirmatively assert indigency at the time of trial 
with an affirmative, knowing, and intelligent waiver 
of all right to counsel. There is no dispute that the 
defendant was actually indigent at time of trial, but 
the State contends that the trial court had no obliga- 
tion to provide the defendant with counsel prior to 
any claim of indigency. We believe the case of 
People v. Carter, 52 Tl. App. 3d 508, 367 N. E. 2d 791, 
effectively answers such a claim. The court there 
held: ‘‘{Njo defendant can be completely denied 
the assistance of counsel absent a determination of 
his ability to retain counsel or his desire to have 
counsel appointed, even though the request appears 
to be an attempt to delay the trial.’’ In the case now 
before us there was no attempt on the part of the 
trial court to determine either of those matters, and 
there was no apparent intent to delay the trial. The 
defendant here was denied his constitutional right to 
counsel, both at trial and on appeal. 

The judgment of the District Court is reversed and 
the cause remanded with instructions to the District 
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Court to vacate the judgment of the municipal court 
entered on June 14, 1977, and remand the cause for 
further proceedings. 

REVERSED AND REMANDED WITH DIRECTIONS. 

Bos.auGu, J., dissenting in part. 

The defendant was arraigned on May 6, 1977, and 
was advised that he had a right to counsel, and to 
have counsel appointed for him if he was unable to 
afford one. The defendant stated to the court that 
he would get his own attorney. This, of course, was 
an effective waiver of the right to appointed counsel. 

The case was set for trial on June 14, 1977, and de- 
fendant was released on bond. He was at large until 
June 6, 1977, when he was arrested for violation of 
parole for a prior offense. When the defendant ap- 
peared for trial without counsel on June 14, 1977, he 
admitted that he knew that he had a right to a 
lawyer. In answer to an inquiry as to whether he 
had talked to his lawyer, the defendant stated that 
he couldn’t because he had been in jail. 

The court now holds that it was the duty of the 
trial court at that time to inquire into the financial 
circumstances of the defendant and ascertain 
whether the defendant could afford a lawyer. It 
seems to me that it was the duty of the defendant to 
inform the court that he wanted to be represented by 
counsel but was financially unable to retain counsel, 
if his earlier waiver of the right to appointed counsel 
was to be withdrawn. 

When a defendant has been advised of his right to 
appointed counsel and has made an effective waiver 
of that right, there should be some responsibility 
upon the defendant to advise the court if there has 
been a change in circumstances and the defendant 
now wants the court to appoint counsel for him. 


VOL. 203] JANUARY TERM, 1979 101 


Schleuter v. McCuiston 


LINDA SCHLEUTER, APPELLANT, V. BoB R. McCuIsTon 
ET AL., APPELLEES. 
277 N. W. 2d 667 


Filed April 17, 1979. No. 42116. 


1. Pleadings: Jurisdiction: Waiver. An appearance for the purpose 
of objecting to the jurisdiction of the court of the subject matter of 
the action, whether by motion or formal pleading, is a waiver of all 
objections to the jurisdiction of the court over the person of the de- 
fendant, whether the defendant intended such waiver or not. 

2. Habeas Corpus: Custody: Minors. The writ of habeas corpus is 
not a corrective remedy and is not a substitute for appeal or pro- 
ceedings in error. Thus, where the question of a child’s custody 
has been determined by a court of competent jursidiction, that dis- 
position will control and cannot be disregarded in subsequent 
habeas corpus proceedings involving the same parties. 

3. . The writ of habeas corpus is a proper 
remedy where a person entitled to custody of a child has been de- 
prived of that custody by reason of a void judgment. 

4. Statutes: Jurisdiction: Custody: Minors. Section 43-201, R. S. 
Supp., 1976, which states that nothing in the Juvenile Court Act 
shall operate to deprive the District Courts of their chancery juris- 
diction, does not limit the county court’s jurisdiction to determine 
the custody of a minor child whose custody was subject to a preex- 
isting District Court order where the county court’s jurisdiction 
was invoked by the county attorney acting to protect the child pur- 
suant to section 43-205, R. S. Supp., 1978. 


Appeal from the District Court for Lincoln Coun- 
ty: Hucu Stuart, Judge. Affirmed. 


Walker, Luckey, Sipple & Hansen and Mark M. 
Sipple, for appellant. 


Joseph A. Shaughnessy, for appellees. 


Heard before Krivosua, C. J.. McCown, CLInToN, 
and Hastincs, JJ., and KE.iy, L. W., Jr., District 
Judge. 


CLINTON, J. 

The plaintiff, Linda Tucker Schleuter, appeals 
from the dismissal of her petition for a writ of 
habeas corpus. The petition alleges Lucille and Bob 
R. McCuiston are unlawfully and forcibly detaining 
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Andy Tucker, a minor child and the son of Linda 
Schleuter. For reasons herein indicated, we do not 
reach the issue of the child’s best interests. How- 
ever, a summary of the events leading up to this ap- 
peal is necessary to an understanding of our holding. 

Andy was born September 27, 1972. Lucille Mc- 
Cuiston is his paternal grandmother and Bob R. Mc- 
Cuiston is his stepgrandfather. Andy has an older 
sister, Amy, whose custody is not at issue in these 
proceedings. 

Nebraska courts have been involved in the ques- 
tion of who should have custody of Andy since June 
of 1973. At that time, Delbert Tucker filed a petition 
in the District Court for Platte County, Nebraska, 
seeking a divorce from Linda Tucker and requesting 
custody of the two children of their marriage. Linda 
Tucker filed a cross-petition requesting custody of 
the children. On December 18, 1973, the District 
Court entered an order dissolving the marriage and 
granting physical custody of the children to Linda 
Tucker and legal custody to the Platte County divi- 
sion of public welfare. 

The children had been living with the McCuistons 
while the divorce was pending. The plaintiff took 
custody of them on or about December 14, 1973. On 
about December 26 of that year, she asked the Mc- 
Cuistons to take care of the children until she and 
Tom Schleuter, her present husband, could marry 
and settle down. This the McCuistons agreed to do. 

On January 4, 1974, the District Court, having been 
advised by the Platte County division of public wel- 
fare that plaintiff no longer had physical custody of 
the children, placed physical and legal custody of 
the children in the Platte County division of public 
welfare and ordered it to take steps to place the chil- 
dren in a foster home. The McCuistons were 
eventually designated as foster parents. 

During 1974, plaintiff traveled with Tom Schleuter, 
who was a truck driver, for about 6 months. In July, 
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they married and settled in Colorado. Later that 
year, the plaintiff began proceedings to regain cus- 
tody of the children. After a hearing, the District 
Court for Platte County awarded custody to plaintiff, 
effective December 27, 1974, subject to supervision 
by the Laramie County, Colorado, welfare depart- 
ment. This order has never been amended or re- 
voked. 

With the aid of police, the plaintiff took custody of 
the children on December 27, 1974. Amy adapted 
well to the change in custody, but Andy, who was 2 
years old by then, did not. He would not speak to 
his mother and seemed frightened of her and gen- 
erally exhibited withdrawn and abnormally infantile 
behavior. 

In January of 1975, the McCuistons made a brief 
visit to plaintiff’s home during a trip to a hospital in 
Colorado. Some time during that trip, plaintiff 
asked the McCuistons to take Andy back with them 
and Andy returned to Nebraska with the McCuistons 
in late January 1975. The McCuistons claim the ar- 
rangement was to be permanent, while plaintiff as- 
serts it was intended to provide an adjustment peri- 
od for Andy. 

In April 1975, the McCuistons attempted to per- 
suade plaintiff to relinquish her parental rights to 
Andy. Delbert Tucker, at some point, had already 
relinquished custody of Andy to the McCuistons. On 
April 17, 1975, the county attorney of Lincoln County, 
Nebraska, requested and obtained an order from the 
county court temporarily placing Andy in the care 
and custody of Lincoln County welfare with Andy to 
remain in the McCuiston home. 

In March 1976, the county attorney petitioned the 
Lincoln county court to terminate plaintifi’s pa- 
rental rights on grounds of neglect and abandon- 
ment. Through her attorney, plaintiff filed a special 
appearance and a plea in abatement protesting ju- 
risdiction on the grounds of defective service of 
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process and that exclusive jurisdiction over Andy’s 
custody was already vested in the District Court for 
Platte County. 

A hearing was eventually scheduled for September 
30, 1976. In a motion filed September 23, 1976, plain- 
tiff’s attorney requested leave to withdraw and 
moved a continuance to enable plaintiff to secure 
other counsel. The withdrawal was permitted, but 
the continuance was not granted. Plaintiff ap- 
peared at the hearing and stated she would repre- 
sent herself. During the hearing, she _ cross- 
examined witnesses and testified on her own behalf. 
After the hearing, the court determined Andy was 
neglected within the meaning of section 43-202(2)(b) 
and (c), R. S. Supp., 1976, and set a dispositional 
hearing for November 2, 1976. 

Plaintiff again appeared on her own behalf at the 
dispositional hearing. At the hearing, the court 
found the McCuistons were Andy’s psychological 
parents, and it was in Andy’s best interests to re- 
main with them, but Andy might need his natural 
mother at some point and plaintiff’s parental rights 
would therefore not be terminated. Andy was 
placed in the McCuistons’ permanent care and cus- 
tody and plaintiff was allowed visitation. 

At the close of the dispositional hearing, the court 
informed plaintiff she still had a right to be repre- 
sented by an attorney and had a right to appeal. 
Plaintiff asked, ‘“How soon can I bring it back into 
court?”’ The court replied, ‘‘As soon as you file an 
appeal.’’ 

On November 15, 1976, an attorney entered an ap- 
pearance on plaintiff’s behalf and filed a notice of 
appeal. On January 4, 1977, that attorney also 
moved for permission to withdraw from the case. 
On January 7, 1977, Andy’s guardian ad litem filed a 
motion to quash the proceedings on grounds the no- 
tice of appeal was not timely filed, the notice of ap- 
peal was not served on the guardian ad litem or the 
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minor child, no bond or undertaking was posted, and 
no transcript or bill of exceptions was filed. On Jan- 
uary 31, 1977, the District Court granted both mo- 
tions. No appeal was taken from this order. 

In November of 1977, plaintiff brought the habeas 
corpus action, the dismissal of which is appealed 
from in this case. At the hearing on the McCuistons’ 
demurrer and motion to dismiss, all the records of 
the above-described proceedings were introduced as 
exhibits. At the close of the hearing, the court 
stated a habeas corpus action was not a substitute 
for an appeal from the county court action and sus- 
tained the motion to dismiss. We affirm. 

Plaintiff urges the writ of habeas corpus should 
have been granted because the county court did not 
have jurisdiction to award custody of Andy to the 
McCuistons. Plaintiff apparently claims the county 
court did not have jurisdiction over her person and 
clearly asserts the county court did not have juris- 
diction over the subject matter because continuing 
sole and exclusive jurisdiction of matters pertaining 
to Andy’s custody was vested in the District Court 
for Platte County. 

The assertion that the county court did not have 
jurisdiction over plaintiff’s person is patently with- 
out merit. Plaintiff’s argument that she shouid not 
be held to have waived any defects in jurisdiction 
over her person by virtue of her ‘‘mere appearance’”’ 
at the county court hearing overlooks the fact that 
any defect in jurisdiction over plaintiff’s person was 
waived when the plea in abatement, alleging the 
county court did not have jurisdiction over Andy’s 
custody, was filed: ‘‘An appearance for the purpose 
of objecting to the jurisdiction of the court of the 
subject matter of the action, whether by motion or 
formal pleading, is a waiver of all objections to the 
jurisdiction of the court over the person of defend- 
ant, whether the defendant intended such waiver or 
not.’’ State ex rel. Long v. Westover, 107 Neb. 593, 
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186 N. W. 998; Perrine v. Knights Templar’s & 
Masons’ Life Indemnity Co., 71 Neb. 267, 98 N. W. 
841. 

The argument that the county court did not have 
jurisdiction over the subject of Andy’s custody re- 
quires more extended discussion. This court has 
held habeas corpus is a proper proceeding to deter- 
mine the right to custody of a minor child. Green v. 
Green, 178 Neb. 207, 132 N. W. 2d 380; In re Applica- 
tion of Schwartzkopf, 149 Neb. 460, 31 N. W. 2d 294. 
However, the writ of habeas corpus is not a correc- 
tive remedy and is not a substitute for appeal or pro- 
ceedings in error. In re Application of Schwartz- 
kopf, supra. ‘Thus, where the question of a child’s 
custody has been determined in a prior proceeding 
by a court of competent jurisdiction, that disposition 
will control and cannot be disregarded in subsequent 
habeas corpus proceedings involving the same par- 
ties. Barnes v. Morash, 156 Neb. 721, 57 N. W. 2d 
783; State ex rel. Wookey v. Elifritz, 100 Neb. 320, 160 
N. W. 113; 39 Am. Jur. 2d, Habeas Corpus, §§ 92 & 93, 
pp. 244-45. 

Although the writ of habeas corpus may not be 
used to unsettle valid legal proceedings, it is always 
a proper remedy where a person entitled to custody 
of a child has been deprived of that custody by rea- 
son of a void judgment. Hanson v. Hanson, 150 Neb. 
337, 34 N. W. 2d 388. Plaintiff’s contention that the 
county court lacked jurisdiction of Andy’s custody, if 
valid, would entitle her to prevail on this appeal for 
a court which lacks jurisdiction of the subject mat- 
ter may not obtain jurisdiction even by consent of 
the parties. Ostler v. City of Omaha, 179 Neb. 515, 
138 N. W. 2d 826. 

Plaintiff points to ambiguities in the statutes de- 
fining the jurisdiction of the juvenile court and those 
defining the jurisdiction of the District Court in di- 
vorce proceedings. In pertinent part, the statutes in 
effect at the time of the termination of parental 
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rights proceedings were as follows: ‘‘Juvenile court 
shall mean ... the county court sitting as a juvenile 
court... . Nothing in this act shall be construed to 
deprive the district courts of their .. . chancery ju- 
risdiction....’’ § 43-201(4), R. S. Supp., 1976 (Laws 
1975, L.B. 288). 

‘“‘The juvenile court in each county, . . . shall have 
jurisdiction as follows: ... (2) Exclusive original 
jurisdiction as to any child under the age of eighteen 
years (a) who is abandoned by his parent, guardian, 
or custodian; (b) who lacks proper parental care by 
reason of the fault or habits of his parent, guardian, 
or custodian; (c) whose parent, guardian, or cus- 
todian neglects or refuses to provide proper or nec- 
essary subsistence, education, or other care neces- 
sary for the health, morals, or well-being of such 
child... .’’ § 43-202, R. S. Supp., 1976 (Laws 1975, 
L.B. 288). 

‘‘When dissolution of a marriage or legal separa- 
tion is decreed, the court may include such orders in 
relation to any minor children and their mainte- 
nance as shall be justified, including placing the 
minor children in court custody if their welfare so 
requires.’’ § 42-364, R. S. Supp., 1976 (Laws 1974, 
L.B. 1015). 

“All proceedings under sections 42-347 to 42-379 
shall be brought in the district court of the county in 
which one of the parties reside. Proceedings may 
be transferred to a separate juvenile court which 
has acquired jurisdiction pursuant to section 43-230.”’ 
(Emphasis supplied.) § 42-348, R. R. 8. 1943. 

The issue raised by plaintiff is whether the ‘‘ex- 
clusive original jurisdiction’’ given to the county 
court sitting as a juvenile court is diminished by sec- 
tions 43-201 and 42-364, R. S. Supp., 1976, and section 
42-348, R. R. S. 1943, to concurrent jurisdiction where 
the child’s custody is the subject of a preexisting 
District Court order issued pursuant to divorce pro- 
ceedings. If so, where jurisdiction has previously 
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been assumed by the District Court, the county court 
might not have authority to interfere with the exer- 
cise of that jurisdiction in a collateral proceeding, 
and any further proceedings concerning the custody 
and maintenance of the minor child would neces- 
sarily be brought in the District Court where the de- 
cree was rendered. See In re Estate of Rusch, 89 
Neb. 265, 131 N. W. 209. 

It is possible to imagine situations, such as when 
the juvenile court proceedings are part of a contin- 
uing custody battle between the parties to the di- 
vorce proceedings, where plaintiff's argument 
should prevail and the limiting language of section 
43-201, R. S. Supp., 1976, should apply. However, 
section 48-201 does not apply under the circum- 
stances present in this case for at least two com- 
pelling reasons. 

First, the county court decree was rendered pur- 
suant to a petition filed by the county attorney as 
provided by section 43-205, R. S. Supp., 1978. Where 
the county attorney, as a representative of the state, 
determines that it is necessary to act to protect a 
child in the county, filing a petition in county court is 
the only procedure available to him. To hold that 
the county court could not act whenever a District 
Court has previously determined custody in the 
course of divorce proceedings would be to frustrate 
the exercise of the state’s power under sections 
43-201 through 43-218, R. S. Supp., 1978. 

Second, this was a proceeding to terminate pa- 
rental rights. At the time of these proceedings, a 
termination of parental rights could only be decreed 
by a juvenile court in a proceeding brought for that 
purpose. Sosso v. Sosso, 196 Neb. 242, 242 N. W. 2d 
621. It is true that parental rights were in fact not 
terminated in the county court proceeding. How- 
ever, if we were to hold that the county court de- 
prived itself of its jurisdiction by electing not to 
terminate parental rights after a full hearing on the 
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merits, we would be basing the court’s jurisdiction 
on the outcome of the proceeding, a result which 
would be patently absurd. 

We hold section 43-201, R. S. Supp., 1976, did not 
limit the county court’s jurisdiction to determine the 
custody of a minor child whose custody was subject 
to a preexisting District Court order where the 
county court’s jurisdiction was invoked by the coun- 
ty attorney acting to protect the child pursuant to 
section 43-205, R. S. Supp., 1978. Thus, the county 
court decree was not void for lack of jurisdiction 
over the subject matter and the petition for a writ of 
habeas corpus was properly dismissed. 

AFFIRMED. 


THE ScHooL DistrRicr OF MURRAY, ALSO KNOWN AS 
ScHooL District No. 56 or Cass County, NEBRASKA, 
APPELLANT, V. H. NEAL LANCASTER, COUNTY 
SUPERINTENDENT OF SCHOOLS OF Cass County, 

ET AL., APPELLEES. 

277 N. W. 2d 558 


Filed April 17, 1979. No. 42131. 


1. Statutes: Intent. Where the language used in the statute is am- 
blguous, recourse should be had to the legislative purposes. 

Where because a statute is ambiguous it is neces- 

sary to construe it, the principal objective is to determine legisla- 

tive intention. 


: Legislative intent is the cardinal rule in the con- 
struction of statutes. 


4. . A fundamental principle of statutory construction 
is to ascertain the legislative intent and to give it effect. 
5. : . The reasons for the enactment of a statute and the 


purposes and objects of an act may be guides in an attempt to give 
effect to the main intent of the lawmakers. 

6. Statutes: Intent: Legislature. When the literal wording of a stat- 
ute leads to an absurdity or to an illogical or unjust conclusion, the 
intention of the Legislature, as gathered from the entire act, will 
prevail. 
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7. Statutes. In construing a statute, the court must look to the object 
to be accomplished, the evils and mischiefs sought to be remedied, 
or the purpose to be subserved, and place on it a reasonable or 
liberal construction which will best effect its purpose rather than 
one which will defeat it. 

8. Statutes: Schools and School Districts. Under the provisions of 
section 79-4,104, R. R. S. 1943, a territory’s proportionate share of 
any balance remaining in the nonresident tuition fund is computed 
by determining the total amount paid into the fund by the territory 
and subtracting the amounts paid out of the fund on behalf of the 
territory. The balance, if any, constitutes the territory’s propor- 
tionate share in the fund which the territory is entitled to receive. 


Appeal from the District Court for Cass County: 
RAYMOND J. Case, Judge. Affirmed. 


Perry, Perry, Witthoff & Guthery, for appellant. 


Ronald D. Moravec, Cass County Attorney, for 
appellees. 


Heard before Krivosua, C. J., McCown, and 
Wuitn, JJ.. and Kortum and FaxuRNBRUCH, District 
Judges. 


KRrIvosHa, C. J. 

Appellant herein, the School District of Murray, in 
the county of Cass, in the State of Nebraska, also 
known as School District No. 56 of Cass County, Ne- 
braska (District 56), appeals from an order of the 
District Court for Cass County, Nebraska, denying 
District 56’s prayer for an alternate writ of manda- 
mus. For reasons more particularly set out in this 
opinion, we affirm the judgment of the District 
Court. 

The decision in this case turns on the interpreta- 
tion of the phrase ‘‘the territory’s proportionate 
share of any balance remaining in the nonresident 
tuition fund’’ contained in section 79-4,104, R. R. S. 
1943. Section 79-4,104, R. R. S. 1943, reads in full as 
follows: “If any secretary of the school board or 
board of education of any school district shall fail or 
neglect to make report of the first semester or first 
half year attendance separately, he may include the 
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same with the attendance report of the second se- 
mester or second half year, and the county treasurer 
shall pay for the whole attendance. In all cases 
where there is not sufficient money to pay the whole 
amount due any district or districts for the first 
semester or first half year, the balance due shall be 
included with the payment for the second semester 
or second half year. If there shall be any such de- 
ficiency, it shall be provided for in making the levy 
for the succeeding year. If a balance remains in the 
fund after all claims have been paid, it shall not re- 
vert to the county general fund but shall remain in 
the nonresident high school fund and be deducted 
from the amount levied for the succeeding year. 
When any territory not included in a school district 
offering secondary education becomes a part of such 
a district, the territory’s proportionate share of any 
balance remaining in the nonresident tuition fund as 
of September 15 shall be credited to the district of 
which the territory has become a part.” 

District 56 maintains that the ‘‘territory’s propor- 
tionate share’’ is arrived at by computing the ratio 
of the assessed valuation of the subject territory as 
it relates to the total assessed valuation of all per- 
tinent territory times the balance in the fund as of 
September 15. The county, on the other hand, main- 
tains that the ‘‘territory’s proportionate share’’ is 
arrived at by determining the total amount paid into 
the fund by the territory and subtracting the 
amounts paid out of the fund on behalf of the terri- 
tory. The balance, if any, constitutes the ‘‘terri- 
tory’s proportionate share’’ in the fund which the 
territory is entitled to receive. 

Unfortunately for all concerned, the phrase ‘‘the 
territory’s proportionate share of any balance re- 
maining * * *’’ is not a classic example of legislative 
clarity. Therefore, its meaning cannot be deter- 
mined from a simple reading of the statute. With 
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this in mind we now examine the facts and the stat- 
utes involved in this case. 

School districts in Nebraska are divided into six 
classes. § 79-102, R. R. S. 1943. A Class I district is 
any school district that maintains only elementary 
grades under the direction of a single school board. 
Class I school districts do not offer high school edu- 
cation. The laws of Nebraska, however, require 
that 4 years of nonresident public high school educa- 
tion be secured to all children of the State of Ne- 
braska whose parents or guardians reside in a public 
school district which maintains less than a 4-year 
high school course of study. § 79-494, R. R. S. 1943. 
This is accomplished by contract between the Class 
I school district and any neighboring district offer- 
ing high school education. § 79-486, R. R. S. 1943. 

To provide the necessary funds for this type of 
program, the statutes in question were enacted. The 
parent or guardian of a high school age child living 
in a school district not offering a 4-year high school 
education makes application for educational benefits 
to the county superintendent of schools of the county 
in which they reside before July 1 of each year. § 
79-4,105, R. R. S. 1943. There is no requirement that 
the application indicate which school district the 
child will attend. Such option is left to the parent or 
guardian and the student. Werth v. Buffalo County 
Board of Equalization, 187 Neb. 119, 188 N. W. 2d 442. 
Each high school district that will receive nonresi- 
dent high school students certifies to the superin- 
tendent the rate to be charged for education of non- 
resident high school age students. § 79-4,102(2), R. 
R. 8. 1943. 

The superintendent then certifies to the county 
board of commissioners the following information: 
(1) The number of qualified pupils from all Class I 
school districts in the county for which application 
for nonresident high school education has been 
made, and (2) a list of school districts which have 
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been approved by the State Board of Education as 
schools qualified to grant nonresident public high 
school education to nonresident high school age 
pupils. § 79-4,102(1), R. R. S. 1943. 

The county assessor then certifies to the county 
board of commissioners the current valuation of all 
property subject to the applicable levy in the county. 
§ 23-927.01, R. R. 8. 1948. 

The county board of commissioners, sitting as the 
county board of equalization, levies a sufficient tax 
to pay the nonresident high school tuition, as cer- 
tified by the county superintendent of schools. § 79- 
436, R. R. S. 1943. In so doing, the county board ex- 
cludes from the levy the assessed value of all 
taxable property of any district in which is 
maintained an approved 4-year high school, and one- 
half of the assessed value of all taxable property of 
any district in which there is maintained an ap- 
proved 2-year high school. 

The county treasurer collects the payment of the 
tax levied and deposits it into a fund known as the 
nonresident high school tuition fund. § 79-437, R. R. 
S. 1943. 

During the school year each receiving high school 
district certifies to the county superintendent of 
schools the number of nonresident pupils enrolled 
and the number of days those pupils were enrolled. 
The superintendent certifies that information to the 
treasurer. Upon such order the treasurer pays to 
the appropriate receiving high school districts an 
amount sufficient to pay the nonresident high school 
tuition rate previously established. § 79-4,103, R. R. 
S. 1943. 

If there is not sufficient money in the fund to pay 
the whole amount due any district or districts for the 
first semester or first half year, the balance is in- 
cluded with the payment for the second semester or 
second half year. Further, if there is any defi- 
ciency, it is made up by including the deficiency 
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in the levy for the succeeding year. Likewise, if a 
balance remains, the monies do not revert to the 
general fund but remain in the nonresident high 
school fund and are deducted from the amount nec- 
essary to be levied for the succeeding year. § 79- 
4,104, R. R. S. 1943. 

District 56 was a Class I school district for a num- 
ber of years and, as such, maintained only ele- 
mentary grades. Children residing in District 56 
and enrolled in grades 9 through 12 were educated as 
nonresident high school students in neighboring 
high school districts. On March 22, 1977, an election 
was held in District 56 with the voters at that time 
voting to become a Class II school district. As a 
Class II school district, District 56 would maintain 
its own high school or would provide high school ed- 
ucation for its students by contract with another dis- 
trict and not under the provisions of the nonresident 
high school education statutes. The vote to become 
a Class II school district was made effective May 28, 
1977, which coincided with the end of the 1976-77 
school year. 

In July of 1977 District 56 made application to the 
Commissioner of Education and State Board of Edu- 
cation and was reclassified as a Class III school dis- 
trict, effective September 1, 1977. The reason for 
this change is not clear from the record, but is un- 
doubtedly due to a reexamination of the population 
within the district. § 79-102(2) and (3), R. R. S. 
1943. By reason of these changes, high school stu- 
dents whose parents or guardians reside within Dis- 
trict 56 were no longer entitled to nonresident high 
school tuition privileges in other school districts. 
District 56 itself had to provide for their education. 
The last payment made out of the fund for the edu- 
cation of children residing in District 56 as nonresi- 
dent high school tuition students was on June 1, 1977. 
Evidence in this case discloses that for the year 
1976-77 the county treasurer paid out $22,467.90 more 
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for the education of children residing in District 56 
than the district had paid into the fund. Moreover, 
evidence discloses that for at least the 18 years pre- 
ceding this action, beginning with 1959-60, District 56 
received more money for the education of its non- 
resident high school students than it paid into the 
fund. 

On September 15, 1977, the nonresident high school 
tuition fund had a balance of $198,985.09. It is with 
this background that we attempt to determine what 
the Legislature meant when it provided that when a 
territory becomes a part of a district offering sec- 
ondary education it is to receive ‘‘the territory's pro- 
portionate share of any balance remaining in the 
nonresident tuition fund as of September 15 * * *.” 

We have earlier announced the basic principles to 
be used in statutory interpretation. Where the lan- 
guage used in a statute is ambiguous, recourse 
should be had to the legislative purposes. Wang v. 
Board of Education, 199 Neb. 564, 260 N. W. 2d 475. 
Where, because a statute is ambiguous, it is neces- 
sary to construe it, the principal objective is to de- 
termine legislative intention. Equal Opportunity 
Commission v. Weyerhaeuser Co., 198 Neb. 104, 251 
N. W. 2d 730. Legislative intent is the cardinal rule 
in the construction of statutes. Brown v. Sullivan, 
195 Neb. 729, 240 N. W. 2d 51. A fundamental prin- 
ciple of statutory construction is to ascertain the 
legislative intent and to give it effect. United States 
of America v. Edmunds, 186 Neb. 271, 182 N. W. 2d 
829. The reasons for the enactment of a statute and 
the purposes and objects of an act may be guides in 
an attempt to give effect to the main intent of the 
lawmakers. State v. Jennings, 195 Neb. 434, 238 N. 
W. 2d 477. When the literal wording of a statute 
leads to an absurdity or to an illogical or unjust con- 
clusion, the intention of the Legislature as gathered 
from the entire act will prevail. Ray v. School Dis- 
trict of Lincoln, 105 Neb. 456, 181 N. W. 140. In con- 
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struing a statute the court must look to the object to 
be accomplished, the evils and mischiefs sought to 
be remedied, or the purpose to be subserved, and 
place on it a reasonable or liberal construction 
which will best effect its purpose rather than one 
which will defeat it. Johnson v. School Dist. of 
Wakefield, 181 Neb. 372, 148 N. W. 2d 592. 

While we have indicated that legislative intent and 
history are important in attempting to resolve these 
matters, an examination of the legislative history in 
this case does not provide us with either a wealth of 
material or a clear answer. 

Prior to 1971, section 79-4,104, R. R. S. 1943, was 
silent with regard to the disposition of any balance 
remaining in the nonresident school tuition fund 
should a territory establish its own secondary educa- 
tional scheme and no longer be eligible to partici- 
pate in the fund. In 1971, L.B. 447 was introduced 
and considered by the Eighty-second Nebraska Leg- 
islature, First Session. The specific language con- 
tained in L.B. 447, as introduced, which sought to 
amend section 79-4,104, R. R. 8. 1943, reads as fol- 
lows: ‘‘When any school district ceases to exist, 
that district’s proportionate share of any balance re- 
maining in the nonresident tuition fund shall be 
credited to the district of which it becomes a part.” 
The statement of intent prepared by the principal in- 
troducer of the amendment provided: ‘‘The intent 
of the bill is to provide that when a school district is 
merged with another district, its share of the non- 
resident tuition fund shall follow it, and be credited 
to the new district.’’ 

During a committee hearing Mr. 8. H. Brauer 
appeared before the committee on education in sup- 
port of L.B. 447 and gave testimony as follows: ‘‘S. 
H. Brauer: Mr. Chairman, members of the Educa- 
tion Committee, my name is 8S. H. Brauer, Jr., and I 
would like to appear on behalf of LB 447. I perhaps, 
for the benefit of some of you who have not been 
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aware of this problem, the nonresident tuition fund 
by law, should not develop into a surplus. However, 
in a number of the counties, quite substantial sur- 
pluses have evolved over the years and when a 
school district joins with a K-12 system or when free- 
holders transfer their property into a K-12 system 
** * the money which those people have contributed 
to this surplus fund by law, is locked into this fund. 
And, therefore, it is not following them into the dis- 
trict in which they transfer. And so with the amount 
of reorganization that has taken place, a lot of tax- 
payers have consequently lost a substantial amount 
of money which they contributed in taxes which was 
held in this fund. And so what this bill is attempting 
to do is to devise a means whereby this money would 
follow them into the high school system which they 
attach this property to on a pro rata basis.”’ (Em- 
phasis supplied.) 

It would appear from that discussion that the pro- 
ponents of L.B. 447 were concerned about the indi- 
viduals in the territory who paid money into a fund 
which continued to increase over time, contrary to 
the statutes. While the statute does not contemplate 
the creation of any surplus and requires that if any 
surplus remains at the end of any given year, it 
should be taken into account before levying the tax 
for the succeeding year, a surplus, nevertheless, did 
develop. It appears clear to us that the Legislature 
was attempting in L.B. 447 to eliminate a ‘‘wind- 
fall.’’ This ‘‘windfall’’ accrued to those territories 
which remained a Class I district when other por- 
tions of the territory removed themselves to become 
a district other than a Class I district. The surplus 
caused in part by their contributions amounted to a 
‘“‘windfall’’ for the remaining Class I districts. 

If that was the basic intent of L.B. 447, we would 
be hard pressed to now declare that District 56 
should enjoy a ‘‘windfall’’ by reason of its leaving 
the district and that the remaining territories should 
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suffer a detriment by reason thereof. Certainly, the 
provisions of L.B. 447 could not have been intended 
for that purpose. Prior to the amendment, if any 
territory left, it likewise left its surplus funds. The 
purpose of L.B. 447 was to eliminate such a result 
and to insure that a withdrawing district which had 
contributed more than it had received could take 
with it the surplus paid by the withdrawing district. 
Were we to now support District 56’ position, we 
would not only be providing that District 56 might 
receive the benefit of all funds contributed by it dur- 
ing the school year, but it would likewise be per- 
mitted to withdraw funds contributed by others, 
thereby increasing the remaining districts’ deficit to 
the benefit of District 56. There is nothing in the his- 
tory of L.B. 447 to sustain that position. 

If, instead of a surplus existing in the fund on 
September 15, there was a deficit existing at the 
time of withdrawal, District 56 would not be called 
upon to make up that deficit. Only the remaining 
districts would be so burdened. It appears to us that 
we should interpret this section consistent with the 
legislative intent to insure that there is an even- 
handed approach to the surplus. If District 56 does 
not suffer the burdens by reason of its withdrawal 
when a deficit exists, it likewise should not enjoy a 
windfall when a surplus exists. The record indi- 
cates District 56 has received more money for the 
education of its students than in fact it contributed. 
Yet a surplus remains. This surplus can only be oc- 
casioned by reason that other territories within the 
district have already contributed more to the fund 
than they received from the fund. To now sustain 
the district’s position appears to us to be adding in- 
sult to injury. We do not believe that the legislative 
intent nor a reading of the statute compels such a 
result. 

District 56 has also directed our attention to a 
number of other statutes wherein, upon dissolution, 
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merger, or otherwise, division is made based upon 
the formula suggested by District 56. The difficulty 
with such examples, however, is that in each of 
those instances the statute specifically directs the di- 
vision to be made in such manner, as District 56 con- 
tends is appropriate here. §§ 79-414, 79-415, 79-417, 
and 79-420, R. R. S. 1948. The Legislature failed to 
so direct in section 79-4,104, R. R. S. 1943. It can 
easily be argued that the Legislature knew how to 
direct a division of funds based upon the formula ad- 
vocated by District 56. In the absence of that direc- 
tion we find that the Legislature did not intend such 
a result. 

Several other errors are assigned by District 56. 
However, in view of our disposition of this issue, con- 
sideration of those errors is not necessary. The 
judgment is affirmed. 

AFFIRMED. 

FAHRNBRUCH, District Judge, concurs in result. 


Paut B. MorGan, TRUSTEE, AND JOHN LEE HOIcu, 
BENEFICIARY, APPELLEES, V. SHARMAINE Kay ZOUCHA, 
APPELLANT, IMPLEADED WITH EXUGENE T. ZOUCHA, 
APPELLEE. 


277 N. W. 2d 564 
Filed April 17, 1979. No. 42170. 


Equity: Foreclosure. Courts of equity will decree a strict foreclo- 
sure only under special circumstances where it would be inequita- 
ble and unjust to refuse them. Whether or not such a decree will 
be granted is dependent upon the facts of the particular case being 
considered and is necessarily addressed to the sound judicial dis- 
cretion of the court. Where such a decree is entered, the defaulting 
party is entitled to a reasonable time to avoid its consequences by 
performing the contract. 


Appeal from the District Court for Douglas Coun- 
ty: Patrick W. Lyncu, Judge. Affirmed. 
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0 Morgan. Zoucha 
Mrs. Eugene Zoucha, pro se. 
A. J. Whalen, for appellees. 


Heard before Krivosua, C. J., WHITE, and HASsT- 
INGs, JJ., and CoL_weLL and Van Ps tT, District 
Judges. 


COLWELL, District Judge. 

Defendant, Sharmaine Kay Zoucha, appeals from 
an adverse judgment in a strict foreclosure suit and 
the dismissal of her cross-petition for damages. 

On May 31, 1977, Eugene T. Zoucha made a writ- 
ten offer to purchase a residence at 3701 South 23rd 
Street, Omaha, Nebraska, for $13,500, ‘‘all carpet- 
ing, grading is to be completed by seller.’”’ On June 
2, 1977, Paul B. Morgan, trustee, seller, and Eugene 
T. Zoucha and Sharmaine Kay Zoucha, husband and 
wife, buyers, in writing agreed to sell and buy on a 
long-term contract the same premises (with legal 
description) for $13,500 with $900 paid down and the 
balance in monthly payments. Included in the 
agreement was the condition, ‘‘In the event that 
Buyers fail to make any payment, as provided in 
said Purchase Agreement, for a period of 30 days or 
more, then Buyers agree to vacate said premises 
and forfeit any and all rights therein.” On July 2, 
1977, a memo of settlement was signed by Eugene T. 
Zoucha and Paul B. Morgan. Buyers were credited 
with $60 for a broken window and $75 for their laying 
the carpet; monthly payments were to be $142.68, in- 
cluding principal, 9 percent interest, taxes, and in- 
surance; and a provision which stated, ‘‘It is hereby 
agreed that seller, John L. Hoich is to pay for side- 
walk required by the City of Omaha and for re- 
placing back basement door and buyers assure 
sellers there are to be no more repairs required by 
seller or agent.’’ 

About this time defendants occupied the premises, 
made periodic payments and credits totaling 
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$1,559.68, the last payment having been made No- 
vember 17, 1977. Defendants, during this time and 
during these proceedings, experienced separation 
and domestic problems. 

On January 6, 1978, plaintiffs filed their petition in 
the District Court for Douglas County, Nebraska, al- 
leging that Paul B. Morgan, trustee, is the owner of 
the legal title to the real estate described in this pro- 
ceeding, holding the same for the benefit of John Lee 
Hoich, beneficiary, and also alleging the execution 
of the agreements and defendants’ default. The 
prayer is for an accounting and strict foreclosure. 
Defendant Eugene T. Zoucha does not answer and 
his default is entered. Appellant filed several 
pleadings variously denominated as answer, coun- 
terclaim, cross-petition for breach of contract, 
fraud, estoppel, and sex discrimination. Her theory 
of defense and recovery is not clear; she seeks nei- 
ther specific performance nor rescission and dam- 
ages. We give the pleadings a liberal interpretation 
and treat them as an answer and a cross-petition for 
damages. The prayer is for damages and return of 
the $900 downpayment. 

Trial was had on March 28, 1978, with appellant ap- 
pearing pro se. Judgment was entered April 14, 
1978, on plaintiffs’ petition generally in favor of 
plaintiffs and against defendants, including the find- 
ing, ‘‘* * * no special circumstances have been 
shown that make it inequitable to refuse strict fore- 
closure * * *;’’ hearing was continued to April 25, 
1978, on appellant’s cross-petition to give her an op- 
portunity to engage counsel and produce additional 
evidence in support of that cause. On April 25, 1978, 
no counsel appearing of record and nothing further 
produced, judgment was finally entered for plain- 
tiffs on their petition finding due $13,021.44, ordered 
strict foreclosure, and gave defendants 20 days from 
May 1, 1978, to pay the amount due or their right, 
title, interest, and equity of redemption would be’ 
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forever barred. The court further found that appel- 
lant had failed to sustain her burden of proof on her 
cross-petition which was dismissed. Appellant’s 
motion for new trial was overruled and this appeal 
followed. 

The law is well settled in this state that ‘‘Courts of 
equity will decree a strict foreclosure only under 
special circumstances where it would be inequitable 
and unjust to refuse them. Whether or not such a 
decree will be granted is dependent upon the facts of 
the particular case being considered and is neces- 
sarily addressed to the sound judicial discretion of 
the court * * *. But where such a decree is entered, 
the defaulting party is entitled to a reasonable time 
to avoid its consequences by performing the con- 
tract.’”’ Swanson v. Madsen, 145 Neb. 815, 18 N. W. 
2d 217; Patterson v. Mikkelson, 86 Neb. 512, 125 N. 
W. 1104; Ruhl v. Johnson, 154 Neb. 810, 49 N. W. 2d 
687. The function of a strict foreclosure proceeding 
is to confirm legal title in plaintiff. Foster v. Ley, 
32 Neb. 404, 49 N. W. 450. 

The evidence is undisputed that Paul B. Morgan, 
trustee, was the owner of the fee title to the real es- 
tate; that John Lee Hoich was the owner of the bene- 
ficial interest; and that the defendants had breached 
the agreement in that no payments had been made 
for more than 30 days after the last payment on No- 
vember 17, 1977. Appellant stated she did not want 
the house, only a fair settlement. The house was va- 
cated in May 1978. Plaintiffs did install a sidewalk, 
repair the basement door, and did some grading; 
however, there is conflict in the evidence concerning 
this work. In determining the weight thereof we 
consider the trial judge observed the witnesses and 
must have accepted one version of the facts rather 
than the other. See Russo v. Williams, 160 Neb. 564, 
71 N. W. 2d 131. Appellant’s claim for damages gen- 
erally relates to a claim for a setoff against the 
amount due on the contract and her offer to make a 
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fair settlement. Her claim that plaintiffs prevented 
her from listing and selling the premises for $16,000 
was speculative. 

Appellant contends that the $1,460 in money paid on 
the contract by defendants should have been returned 
to her. This sum was about 11 percent of the contract 
price, and the contract clearly provides for its forfeit- 
ure in the event of default. Defendants’ possession of 
the premises for about 10 months compares with $150 
monthly rental value shown by the evidence. 

Appellant claims that the court should have ap- 
pointed counsel for her at public expense. Original- 
ly, she insisted on proceeding pro se; she did not re- 
quest counsel until the day of the trial. There is no 
statute, rule of court, or other authority in this state 
to appoint counsel at public expense under the cir- 
cumstances here. 

A large part of the appellant’s pleadings, evidence, 
and brief includes material not relevant to the issues, 
approaching an abuse of the judicial process. Fre- 
quent reference is made to sex discrimination, her 
rights under city ordinances, the Uniform Residential 
Landlord and Tenant Act, Real Estate Brokers Act, 
mortgage foreclosure statutes, and Protection From 
Domestic Abuse Act. Plaintiffs’ counsel afforded 
appellant unusual professional courtesy under the 
circumstances. The trial judge displayed an 
abundance of restraint and patience during all of the 
proceedings in keeping with his long and distin- 
guished career as a trial judge. 

After considering those errors claimed in the mo- 
tion for new trial and those assigned in appellant’s 
brief that are meritorious, we conclude the judg- 
ment of strict foreclosure and dismissal of the cross- 
petition were correct; the title to the premises 
should be confirmed in Paul B. Morgan, trustee, and 
John Lee Hoich, beneficiary; and defendants’ equity 
of redemption is barred. 

AFFIRMED. 
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STATE OF NEBRASKA, APPELLEE, V. RONALD F'. 
WEINACHT, APPELLANT. 
277 N. W. 2d 567 


Filed April 17, 1979. No. 42172. 


1. Criminal Law: Miranda Rights. The general rule applicable to 
custodial interrogations by the police is that if the individual indi- 
cates in any manner, at any time prior to or during the questioning, 
that he wishes to remain silent, the interrogation must cease. If 
the individual states that he wants an attorney, the interrogation 
must cease until an attorney is present. 

: ‘Interrogation’’ occurs when the subject is placed 

under a compulsion to speak. 

3. Criminal Law: Miranda Rights: Waiver. Where during a cus- 
todial interrogation the individual being questioned indicates he 
does not wish to talk without the presence of an attorney, and the 
officer, seeking only clarification of the individual’s intention not to 
talk, asks an additional question for that purpose, and the indi- 
vidual then answers the questioning officer by agreeing to talk, his 
answer constitutes an explicit, clear, and unequivocal waiver of his 
prior request for assistance of counsel. 

4. Evidence: Motions, Rules, and Orders. When the evidence is con- 
flicting regarding a motion for the suppression of evidence the deci- 
sion upon the motion is for the court and will not be reversed on 
appeal in the absence of an abuse of discretion. 

5. Criminal Law: Statutes: Sentences. It is the general rule that 

where a criminal statute is amended by mitigating the punishment 

after the commission of a prohibited act but before final judgment, 
the punishment is that provided by the amendatory act unless the 

Heetsieture has specifically provided otherwise. 

: Under the new Nebraska Criminal Code, 

sections 28-101 6 28-1335, R. S. Supp., 1978, effective January 1, 

1979, offenses committed before that date shall be construed and 

punished according to the provisions of law existing at the time of 

the commission thereof, in the same manner as if the new criminal 
code had not been enacted. 


Appeal from the District Court for Douglas Coun- 
ty: James M. Murpny, Judge. Affirmed. 


Thomas M. Kenney, Douglas County Public De- 
fender, Stanley A. Krieger and Bennett G. Horn- 
stein, for appellant. 


Paul L. Douglas, Attorney General, and Patrick T. 
O’Brien, for appellee. 
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Heard before Krivosua, C. J., BosLauGuH, McCown, 
CLINTON, BRODKEY, WHITE, and HastinGcs, JJ. 


BRODKEY, J. 

Defendant below, Ronald F. Weinacht, appeals to 
this court from his conviction of the offense of rob- 
bery under section 28-414, R. R. S. 1943, and his sen- 
tence of 3 years imprisonment in the Nebraska 
Penal and Correctional Complex which was imposed 
by the trial court. His sole assignment of error as 
set out in his brief on appeal is that the District 
Court committed reversible error in failing to sus- 
tain the defendant’s motion to suppress statements 
made by the defendant to the police during police in- 
terrogation. However, in his supplementary brief, 
he raises the additional issue that under sections 
28-324 and 28-105(1), R. 8. Supp., 1978, effective Jan- 
uary 1, 1979, the statutory minimum sentence for the 
offense of robbery was reduced to 1 year imprison- 
ment, as distinguished from the minimum statutory 
sentence of 3 years imprisonment for robbery under 
section 28-414, R. R. S. 1948, and that therefore his 
sentence under the latter section should be vacated 
and the cause remanded to District Court for resen- 
tencing. We affirm the conviction and sentence of 
the trial court. 

We note at the outset that the bill of exceptions 
filed in this appeal consists of 41 pages devoted to 
the hearing on defendant’s motion to suppress the 
confession he had given to the police, and 5 pages 
with reference to defendant’s sentencing at a later 
date. Nowhere in the bill of exceptions is there set 
forth the proceedings of the trial itself, although it 
appears that at the sentencing which occurred on 
June 13, 1978, the court, in its opening remarks, 
made reference to the fact that defendant had ap- 
peared on April 27, 1978, and had submitted evidence 
by stipulation and that the court had found him 
guilty of the charge of robbery. There also appears 


126 NEBRASKA REPORTS [VOL. 203 


State v. Weinacht 


in the transcript the judge’s docket sheet for the 
case, under date of April 27, 1978, showing that a 
Miranda hearing was held and testimony adduced, 
following which there is a notation that trial by jury 
was waived, the case submitted to the court on stipu- 
lation, and the court finds the defendant guilty as 
charged. The nature and contents of the stipulation 
referred to with reference to the trial itself is not 
shown in the record. However, in his brief on ap- 
peal defendant states that after the motion to sup- 
press, the court admitted the statements made by 
the defendant ‘‘and the matter was stipulated to the 
court on that basis.’’ Nowhere in its brief or in its 
oral argument does the State contradict or take ex- 
ception to defendant’s statement as set out above, 
and we shall therefore assume that the evidence 
upon which defendant was convicted by the trial 
court, pursuant to the stipulation referred to, was, 
primarily, the confession of the defendant which he 
had unsuccessfully attempted to have suppressed at 
the prior hearing on the same date. 

We first turn to a consideration of defendant’s 
claim that the District Court erred in failing to 
sustain defendant’s motion to suppress the state- 
ments made by him to the police during police inter- 
rogation. Defendant contends that his statement 
made to the police should have been suppressed and 
not received in evidence because it was obtained in 
violation of his constitutional rights as declared in 
Miranda v. Arizona, 384 U. 8S. 436, 86 8. Ct. 1602, 16 L. 
Ed. 2d 694, 10 A. L. R. 3d 974 (1966). In that case the 
Supreme Court of the United States laid down the 
rule with reference to custodial interrogation as fol- 
lows: ‘If the individual indicates in any manner, at 
any time prior to or during questioning, that he 
wishes to remain silent, the interrogation must 
cease. * * * If the individual states that he wants an 
attorney, the interrogation must cease until an at- 
torney is present.’’ See, also, State v. Krueger, 194 
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Neb. 304, 231 N. W. 2d 364 (1975); and State v. Moore, 
189 Neb. 354, 202 N. W. 2d 740 (1972). Weinacht con- 
tends that he was subjected to continued interroga- 
tion by the police after he had indicated that he did 
not wish to talk without the presence of an attorney, 
and further that he did not make a valid waiver of 
his right to the presence and assistance of an attor- 
ney. The resolution of this issue necessitates an ex- 
amination of the record. It appears that on Friday, 
March 10, 1978, the defendant was arrested in con- 
nection with the robbery of a Little King’s restau- 
rant on February 21, 1978, and was placed in the 
Douglas County jail. On Monday, March 13, 1978, 
Officer Pavel of the Omaha police took the defend- 
ant to the police station for questioning. There is a 
conflict in the evidence given by Officer Pavel and 
that given by the defendant as to what then trans- 
pired. Officer Pavel testified that at arriving at the 
police station he took the defendant to an interroga- 
tion room and commenced filling out a rights ad- 
visory form, later received in evidence, by asking 
the defendant each of the questions which appear on 
the exhibit. The defendant answered ‘‘yes’’ to the 
first five questions; but when he asked the defendant 
No. 6: ‘‘Knowing your rights in this matter, are you 
willing to make a statement to me now?’’, the de- 
fendant replied, ‘‘I would like to have an attorney 
present.”’ Officer Pavel was then asked: ‘‘Q. Okay 
And what was your response or reaction when he 
told you that he wanted to have an attorney?”’’ Of- 
ficer Pavel responded: ‘‘As soon as he made that 
statement, I went over it again. I says, ‘Does that 
mean you do not want to say anything without an at- 
torney present?’ And immediately the party says, 
‘TH — I’ve changed my mind. I’d like to tell you 
about it.’ Q. And how long did it take for him to 
verbalize to you that he had changed his mind? A. 
About three or four seconds. Q. So it happened al- 
most instantaneously? <A. Yes, it did.’’ Officer 
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Pavel was then asked: ‘‘Okay. Okay, all right. 
Did You — At the time you talked to Mr. Weinacht, 
did you have in your possession a statement from 
Michael Owens? A. No. I knew it by heart be- 
cause I took it from him. I did not have the state- 
ment there with me, no. Q. Okaz. Did you — Be- 
fore Mr. Weinacht changed his mind about having 
an attorney, did you ever confront him or continue to 
talk to him about what Michael Owens had told him 
— or — excuse me — what he had told you? A. No. 
Right after when I read that statement, I stood up, 
and I re-asked him that. I says, ‘Does that mean 
that you do not want to say anything about this state- 
ment?’ And I stood up to leave because I was just 
going to go in there and book him. And right then 
and there, he stated, ‘No. I’d like to talk to you 
about it.’ ’’ Officer Pavel was also asked: ‘‘Q. All 
right. Did — At any time during the course of the 
interview, other than when he initially stated that he 
wanted to have his attorney and then changed his 
mind right away, did he ever state that he wanted to 
have an attorney? <A. No, just that statement 
there. And then, when I came forth — As soon as he 
said that, I says, ‘Does that mean that you do not 
want to say anything without your attorney?’ That 
was just simultaneously.”’ 

It appears that the defendant was an accomplice 
or aider and abettor of Michael Owens, whose prior 
statement was referred to in the questioning, and 
that Owens had done the actual robbing of the res- 
taurant, while the defendant remained outside in an 
automobile. Defendant’s version of what transpired 
at the police station varies considerably from that 
testified to by Officer Pavel. He testified that after 
Officer Pavel had read him his rights and had asked 
him if he wanted to make a statement, he had re- 
plied: ‘‘No, not without an attorney present,’’ and 
Officer Pavel had then stated: ‘‘Well, what would 
you say if I was to show you a statement handwrit- 
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ten by Michael Owens implicating you in the rob- 
bery?’’ Defendant testified that Pavel then showed 
him Owens’ statement, and that defendant then 
said: ‘‘Well, Pll change my mind. I'll talk.’’ De- 
fendant was then asked: ‘‘Q. All right. So is what 
you are telling the Court today is that you’re dis- 
agreeing with Officer Pavel’s testimony, as far as it 
relates to your advising him that you didn’t want to 
make a statement or not without an attorney; and 
then he turned around and said, ‘Does this mean 
you’re not going to make a statement?’ And then 
you said, ‘Okay. I'll change my mind.’ A. No. 
He said — He turned — He got — He opened the 
drawer, I think, and he pulled out this statement; 
and he said ‘Well, what would you think if I showed 
you this statement by Michael Owens implicating 
you?’ And I said, ‘Well, I’ll talk.’ I started getting 
all shook up and everything. Q. Ali right. So 
you’re disagreeing with at least that portion of his 
testimony? A. Yes sir.’’ Later, defendant again 
testified that there is no question that he saw Mi- 
chael Owens’ statement in between his request for 
an attorney and his change of mind. 

At the conclusion of the evidence the court stated: 
‘Well, I think that obviously the issue of the credi- 
bility of the witnesses is one that has to be resolved 
by the jury. Taking Officer Pavel’s testimony on 
the surface, he didn’t see the defendant until such 
time as he advised him of his rights, and that he 
started to leave immediately, and within three sec- 
onds the defendant changed his mind. And he’s got 
his constitutional rights, and he also has a kind of 
unwritten right to change his mind. And if you take 
Officer Pavel’s testimony at its face value, he did 
immediately change his mind. * * * And the use of 
the confession during an interview, a confession of a 
co-defendant, does not in itself render the confession 
involuntary. So I think, even without resolving the 
issue of the credibility of the witnesses, which I 
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think is fundamentally for the jury, that the state- 
ment was freely and voluntarily given by the defend- 
ant after he was fully advised of his constitutional 
rights under the Miranda decision, and he made an 
intelligent, knowing waiver of those rights when he 
chose to make the statement. The Court makes a 
finding that the motion to suppress the confession is 
denied.”’ 

While it is true, as stated in Miranda and repeated 
in Nebraska case law, that when, during a custodial 
interrogation, the defendant indicates he does not 
wish to talk without the presence of his attorney, 
questioning must cease; yet there is serious question 
whether his statement that he did not want to say 
anything without an attorney present, constituted 
continued interrogation. ‘‘Interrogation’’ occurs 
when the subject is placed under a compulsion to 
speak. Miranda v. Arizona, supra; State v. God- 
frey, 1381 N. J. Super. 168, 329 A. 2d 75 (1974). In the 
instant case, we do not believe that merely asking 
the defendant again about his refusal to talk without 
the presence of an attorney constituted a ‘‘compul- 
sion” to talk. A similar situation was presented in 
United States v. Rodriguez-Gastelum, 569 F. 2d 
482 (9th Cir., 1978). In that case the defendant was 
convicted in the United States District Court for the 
District of Arizona for an offense arising out of 
transporting marijuana. He appealed. The Court 
of Appeals held that: (1) A per se rule prohibiting 
a suspect in a criminal investigation from waiving 
his right to counsel after having initially made 
known his desire to have the assistance of counsel is 
neither necessary nor appropriate; and (2) under 
the circumstances, including the absence of any 
badgering, pressure, or coercion on the part of the 
customs officer, the defendant’s answer to a ques- 
tion put by the customs officer in an attempt to clari- 
fy whether the defendant intended to talk to the offi- 
cer constituted an explicit, clear, and unequivocal 


VOL. 203] JANUARY TERM, 1979 131 


State v. Weinacht 


waiver of defendant’s prior request for assistance of 
counsel. The court held that even assuming that de- 
fendant’s initial response to the customs officer was 
sufficient to invoke the protection of the Fifth and 
Sixth Amendments, where the officer asked a subse- 
quent question in an attempt to clarify defendant’s 
intention, and in the absence of any coercion, 
badgering, or pressure on the part of the officer, the 


defendant’s answer — ‘‘That’s fine.’’ — to the offi- 
cer’s question — ‘‘Do you want to talk to me now 
without any attorney?’’ — constituted an explicit, 


clear, and unequivocal waiver of defendant’s prior 
request for assistance of counsel and, therefore, in- 
criminating statements which the defendant there- 
after made were admissible in the narcotics prose- 
cution. In that case the court stated: ‘‘Under 
Miranda, all questioning must stop once counsel has 
been requested. While we have little difficulty with 
that basic principle, the situation is more complex 
when the interrogation ceases, only to be resumed 
after an alleged reconsideration by the suspect. 

‘The factual patterns vary. At times the accused 
talks to the same officer who gave him the Miranda 
warnings. Or he may talk to another officer who 
has a different style, personality, and approach. 
Sometimes the suspect talks to an undercover agent 
believing him to be a fellow in crime. Or the 
Miranda warnings are forgotton or ignored both by 
the prisoner and the officer. 

‘The question is not quite so difficult when the in- 
terrogating officer is uncertain as to the intention of 
the suspect, as was Officer Brown, and seeks only a 
clarification.’’ That is the situation now before us. 
To argue that Officer Pavel’s second question consti- 
tuted ‘‘further impermissible interrogation’’ is sim- 
ply not true, as the question went to defendant’s un- 
derstanding of his rights, and not to his involvement 
in the robbery. 

However, even assuming that the question did con- 
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stitute further interrogation, we do not believe the 
result in this case would be changed, even consid- 
ering defendant’s allegation that he was induced to 
change his mind and give his statement to the police 
by virtue of the fact that he was allegedly shown a 
prior confession or statement given by Owens. Offi- 
cer Pavel testified he did not confront the defendant 
with Owens’ statement, nor did he talk to him about 
what Owens had told him. The trial judge was 
faced with conflicting evidence upon this point, and 
made the determination that the statement was free- 
ly and voluntarily given by defendant after he was 
fully advised of his constitutional rights, and after he 
made an intelligent, knowing waiver of those rights. 
We have held that when evidence is conflicting re- 
garding a motion for the suppression of evidence, 
the decision upon the motion is for the court and will 
not be reversed on appeal in the absence of an abuse 
of discretion. State v. Harig, 192 Neb. 49, 218 N. W. 
2d 884 (1974); State v. Batchelor, 191 Neb. 148, 214 
N. W. 2d 276 (1974). We find no abuse of discretion 
here, and the decision of the trial judge must be sus- 
tained. 

We now consider defendant’s contention that he is 
entitled to be sentenced under the provisions of sec- 
tions 28-324 and 28-105 (1), R. S. Supp., 1978, which 
became law on January 1, 1979, rather than under 
section 28-414, R. R. S. 1943, which was in effect at 
the time of the commission of the crime. He bases 
his contention upon the case of State v. Randolph, 
186 Neb. 297, 183 N. W. 2d 225 (1971), in which we 
held that where a criminal statute is amended by 
mitigating the punishment after the commission of a 
prohibited act but before final judgment, the punish- 
ment is that provided by the amendatory act ‘‘* * * 
unless the Legislature has specifically provided 
otherwise.’’ We have reiterated the above rule in 
many subsequent cases. See, for example, State v. 
Goham, 187 Neb. 34, 187 N. W. 2d 305 (1971); State v. 
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Roberts, 188 Neb. 209, 196 N. W. 2d 118 (1972); State 
v. Patterson, 192 Neb. 308, 220 N. W. 2d 235 (1974). 
We point out, however, that our Legislature has spe- 
cifically provided otherwise. In section 28-103(1), 
R. 8. Supp., 1978, it is specifically provided: ‘‘The 
provisions of this code shall not apply to any offense 
committed prior to January 1, 1979. Such an offense 
shall be construed and punished according to the 
provisions of the law existing at the time of the com- 
mission thereof in the same manner as if this code 
had not been enacted.’’ (Emphasis supplied.) We 
believe the foregoing language is clear, unequivocal, 
and not subject to interpretation. At the time of the 
commission of the offense of which the defendant 
was convicted, the penalty for robbery was impris- 
onment from 3 to 50 years. The defendant received 
the minimum sentence under that statute. 

There appearing to be no error requiring reversal 
of this case, the judgment and sentence of the trial 
court must be affirmed. 

AFFIRMED. 


DALE ELECTRONICS, INC., APPELLEE, V. FEDERAL 
INSURANCE COMPANY, APPELLANT. 


277 N. W. 2d 572 
Filed April 17, 1979. Nos. 42441, 42612. 


Appeal and Error: Time. A notice of appeal filed after the trial 
court has announced its decision, but before a judgment has been 
rendered or entered, is effective to confer jurisdiction on this court 
if the notice of appeal shows on its face that it relates to the deci- 
sion which has been announced by the trial court and the record 
shows that a judgment was subsequently rendered or entered in ac- 
cordance with the decision which was announced and to which the 
notice of appeal relates. 


Appeal from the District Court for Platte County: 
JOHN C. WHITEHEAD, Judge. Motion to strike and 
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motion to dismiss in case No. 42441 overruled. Ap- 
peal in case No. 42612 dismissed. 


Bruce D. Vosburg and Lyle E. Strom of Fitz- 
gerald, Brown, Leahy, Strom, Schorr & Barmettler, 
for appellant. 


James J. Holmberg, for appellee. 
On motion for the court. 


BosLauGy, J. 

This is a suit on an insurance policy issued by the 
defendant insuring an airplane owned by the plain- 
tiff against loss or damage. After trial to the court 
on December 14, 1977, the matter was taken under 
advisement. On August 30, 1978, the trial court 
wrote a letter to counsel for the parties stating the 
court ‘‘finds generally for the plaintiff and against 
the defendant in the sum of $245,905.53, plus the costs 
and interest.’’ The letter also requested counsel for 
the plaintiff to ‘‘prepare a proper journal.’’ On Sep- 
tember 6, 1978, the defendant filed a motion for judg- 
ment notwithstanding the verdict or in the alterna- 
tive for a new trial. On September 18, 1978, an order 
was entered which recited that upon stipulation of 
the parties a hearing on the defendant’s motion 
‘‘based on the decision of the Court dated August 30, 
1978’’ was continued until after a journal entry had 
been entered and a hearing set for determination of 
the costs which had been allowed. 

A journal entry awarding judgment to the plaintiff 
in accordance with the August 30, 1978, letter of the 
trial court was filed on September 21, 1978, and an 
entry made in the trial docket. 

On September 28, 1978, the defendant filed a sec- 
ond motion for judgment notwithstanding the verdict 
or in the alternative for a new trial. 

The motion for new trial was heard on October 20, 
1978, and the matter taken under advisement. On 
October 25, 1978, the trial court wrote a letter to 
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counsel for the parties stating that the ‘‘motion for 
new trial is overruled;’’ that a remittitur was or- 
dered in the amount of $3,640; that interest was 
awarded from February 1, 1975; and that attorney’s 
fees were allowed in the amount of $39,560 plus 
$15,453.14 expenses. The letter also requested the 
attorney for the plaintiff to ‘‘journalize.”’ 

Signed orders overruling the defendant’s motion, 
allowing attorney’s fees and costs, and modifying 
the journal entry of September 21, 1978, in accord- 
ance with the October 25, 1978, letter of the trial 
court were filed on November 20, 1978, and an entry 
made in the trial docket. On the same day a notice 
of appeal, a praecipe for a transcript, and a request 
for a bill of exceptions were filed by the defendant. | 
The appeal was docketed in this court as case No. 
42441. A second notice of appeal filed February 15, 
1979, has been docketed as case No. 42612. The 
plaintiff has moved to dismiss the appeal in case No. 
42441 on the ground that the notice of appeal was 
premature, there having been no final order entered 
at the time the notice of appeal was filed. 

An affidavit of the clerk of the District Court, 
which has been filed in this court, indicates that the 
notice of appeal was received in the clerk’s office on 
the morning of November 20, 1978, and a filing 
stamp was affixed at that time. The signed orders 
overruling the motion for new trial and modifying 
the judgment rendered on September 21, 1978, were 
received on the afternoon of the same day. Entries 
in the appearance docket recording the filing of the 
orders and the notice of appeal were not made until 
some time later. This affidavit would sustain a find- 
ing that the notice of appeal was not premature be- 
cause the filing was not completed until after the or- 
ders had been filed and an-entry made in the trial 
docket. In other words, the notice of appeal was not 
premature because the judgment to which it related 
was rendered before the filing of the notice of appeal 
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had been completed. It further appears that a no- 
tice of rendition of judgment as required by section 
25-1301.01, R. R. S. 1943, was not sent to counsel al- 
though conformed copies of the amended judgment 
and orders were mailed. See Simmons v. Lincoln, 
176 Neb. 71, 125 N. W. 2d 63. We do not, however, 
rest our decision on these grounds. 

It is fundamental that there must be a judgment 
or final order before there can be an appeal to this 
court. § 25-1911, R. R. S. 1943; Essay v. Essay, 180 
Neb. 291, 142 N. W. 2d 337. The appellant must also 
file a notice of appeal within the time limited by 
statute before this court can acquire jurisdiction. § 
25-1912, R. R. 8. 1943; Giangrasso v. Eagle Distrib- 
uting Co., 185 Neb. 406, 176 N. W. 2d 16. A notice of 
appeal filed after the time limited by statute is inef- 
fective to confer jurisdiction on this court. Died- 
richs v. Empfield, 189 Neb. 120, 201 N. W. 2d 254. 

The question is what effect should be given to a no- 
tice of appeal filed after the trial court has an- 
nounced its decision by letter or otherwise, but be- 
fore there has been a rendition or entry of judgment. 
A number of courts now hold that a premature no- 
tice of appeal is continuing in nature and becomes 
effective upon rendition or entry of judgment. See, 
Williams v. State, 324 So. 2d 74 (Fla., 1975); State ex 
rel. Shevin v. Rawls, 326 So. 2d 173 (Fla., 1976); 
Haverstick v. Banat, 331 N. E. 2d 791 (Ind. App., 
1975); Evola v. Wendt Construction Company, 323 P. 
2d 158 (Cal. App., 1958). See, also, Lemke v. United 
States, 346 U. S. 325, 74 S. Ct. 1, 98 L. Ed. 3; Foman 
v. Davis, 371 U.S. 178, 83 S. Ct. 227, 9 L. Ed. 2d 222. 

We are unable to determine any compelling rea- 
son why a notice of appeal filed after the trial court 
has announced its decision should be held to be inef- 
fective if the notice of appeal shows on its face that 
it relates to the decision which has been announced 
by the trial court and the record shows that a judg- 
ment was subsequently rendered or entered in ac- 
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cordance with the decision which was announced 
and to which the notice of appeal relates. 

Within the limits stated, and subject to the condi- 
tions expressed, we hold that a notice of appeal filed 
after the trial court has announced its decision, but 
before a judgment has been rendered or entered, is 
effective to confer jurisdiction on this court if the no- 
tice of appeal shows on its face that it relates to the 
decision which has been announced by the trial court 
and the record shows that a judgment was subse- 
quently rendered or entered in accordance with the 
decision which was announced and to which the no- 
tice of appeal relates. 

The motion to strike the supplemental transcript 
and the motion to dismiss the appeal in case No. 
42441 are overruled. The appeal in case No. 42612 is 
dismissed. 

MOTION TO STRIKE AND MOTION TO DISMISS 
IN CASE No, 42441 OVERRULED. APPEAL 
IN CASE No. 42612 DISMISSED. 


Doris J. PFEIFFER, APPELLEE AND CROSS-APPELLANT, V. 
BEN C. PFEIFFER, APPELLANT AND CROSS-APPELLEE. 
277 N. W. 24 575 


Filed April 17, 1979. No. 41974. 


1. New Trial: Motions, Rules, and Orders: Time. A motion for new 
trial filed after the trial court has announced its decision, but be- 
fore a judgment has been rendered or entered, is effective and does 
not constitute a nullity if the record shows that the motion for new 
trial relates to the decision which has been announced by the trial 
court and the record shows that a judgment was subsequently ren- 
dered or entered in accordance with the decision which was an- 
nounced and to which the motion for new trial relates. 

2. Divorce: Alimony: Property. The rules for determining alimony 
or division of property in an action for dissolution of marriage pro- 
vide no mathematical formula by which such awards can be pre- 
cisely determined. They are to be determined by the facts in each 
case and the courts will consider all pertinent facts in reaching an 
award that is just and equitable. 
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3. : : . The fixing of alimony or distribution of 
property rests 4 in the sound discretion of the District Court and in 
the absence of an abuse of discretion will not be disturbed on ap- 
peal. 


Appeal from the District Court for Douglas Coun- 
ty: James A. BucnwLey, Judge. Affirmed. 


Philip M. Kneifl of Kneifl, Kneifl & Forrest, for 
appellant. 


Michael J. Mooney of McCormack, Cooney & 
Mooney, for appellee. 


Heard before KrivosHa, C. J., McCown, CLINTON, 
and Wuitre, JJ., and Ketiy, L. W., Jr., District 
Judge. 


McCown, J. 

This is an action for dissolution of marriage. The 
District Court dissolved the marriage, divided the 
property of the parties, and awarded alimony to the 
wife. The husband has appealed and the wife has 
cross-appealed. 

The parties were married on October 14, 1944. At 
the time of trial in October 1977, the husband was 59 
years old and the wife was 55. They had four chil- 
dren, all of whom had attained their majority prior 
to trial. In 1970 the wife left the family home and on 
September 3, 1970, filed a petition for divorce from 
bed and board. On September 10, 1970, the trial 
court entered an order granting custody of the two 
minor children still at home to the husband, and di- 
recting the payment of temporary support for the 
wife. On October 5, 1970, the husband answered and 
filed a cross-petition for a decree of absolute di- 
vorce. No further action was taken until 1977. All 
support payments were made. The husband filed an 
amended answer and cross-petition on April 12, 1977, 
in which he alleged that all the children had attained 
their majority and renewed the prayer for absolute 
divorce. Trial was held in October 1977. 
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From the time of the marriage in 1944 until 1946, 
when the husband returned from active military 
duty as a pilot in World War II, the wife continued to 
work as a registered nurse. After 1946 she worked 
only occasionally until 1961, and not thereafter. Up- 
on return from active duty, the husband operated an 
appliance business in South Omaha until he was re- 
called to active duty in the Korean War in 1951. He 
served as a pilot in Korea until 1953. In 1953, he 
again retired from active military duty. At that 
time he and another individual organized a corpora- 
tion known as Majors, Inc., whose principal business 
is the manufacture and distribution of custom- 
designed plastic products. The corporation is a 
closely-held corporation in which the husband owns 
160 of 265 shares. He is the president and chief op- 
erations officer of the corporation. The operation of 
the corporate business has been the sole business 
activity of the husband since 1953. 

Sometime in the mid-1950’s the wife became an 
alcoholic and was hospitalized several times be- 
tween 1961 and 1967 for alcoholism. In 1968 the wife 
fell down the basement steps at the family home and 
fractured her skull. She suffered an organic brain 
syndrome and depressive neurosis, and is not em- 
ployable. Since she left the family residence in 1970, 
she has lived alone in an apartment, while the hus- 
band continued to occupy the family residence. 

The parties filed separate income tax returns after 
1970. In addition to support payments from the hus- 
band the wife receives income as a life beneficiary 
of a testamentary trust. In 1976 her income tax re- 
turn shows an adjusted gross income of $8,827, of 
which $3,600 was support payments received from 
the husband. Her living expenses in 1977 were $669 
per month, including medical expense. 

The husband’s salary as president of his corpora- 
tion from 1970 to 1976 varied from $43,000 to $45,000 
per year. He also received a variable bonus from 
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year to year, and in 1976 his combined salary and 
bonus was $62,300. 

At the time of trial the marital assets in the pos- 
session of the husband consisted of the residence 
valued at $38,850, against which there was a mort- 
gage of $6,500; a tract of desert property worth 
$1,200; $5,000 cash value of life insurance; savings 
accounts of $6,299; and miscellaneous stocks, other 
than the Majors, Inc., stock, valued at $5,725. The 
principal asset was the 160 shares of Majors, Inc., 
which had a net book value of $350,385.44. There 
was some evidence that the stock was worth more 
than that amount and there was also evidence that it 
was worth less and that the business was declining. 
The husband also had a bank indebtedness of $8,000. 

The assets in the possession of the wife consisted 
of certificates of deposit in the amount of $17,000; a 
checking account in the amount of $3,073.20; and 
savings accounts of $1,456.08. 

On November 28, 1977, the court announced its 
findings and decision and directed that a decree be 
submitted. On December 5, 1977, counsel for the 
wife submitted the form of decree to the court and 
filed a motion for new trial. The decree was signed 
by the court and entered on the trial docket on De- 
cember 6, 1977. 

The decree awarded the wife, as a property divi- 
sion, all personal property and belongings in her 
possession and the sum of $39,000 payable over a pe- 
riod of 6 years, with payments to commence on or 
before June 1, 1978, with interest on the unpaid prin- 
cipal balance at 7144 percent per annum. The wife 
was also awarded alimony in the amount of $475 per 
month for a period of 121 months, commencing De- 
cember 1, 1977. The husband was awarded the resi- 
dence subject to the mortgage, and all personal 
property and personal belongings in his possession, 
including the stock of Majors, Inc., subject to any in- 
debtedness, and directed the husband to pay attor- 
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ney’s fees of the wife in the amount of $7,250. 

On December 8, 1977, the husband filed a motion 
for new trial. On January 11, 1978, a hearing was 
held on both motions for new trial and the husband 
orally objected to the wife’s motion for new trial as 
being prematurely filed. On February 7, 1978, after 
a further hearing, the court granted the wife’s mo- 
tion for new trial, overruled the husband’s motion 
for new trial, and modified the decree by vacating 
the portion of the December decree awarding $39,000 
to the wife and substituting instead the sum of 
$60,000. In all other respects the December decree 
was confirmed. The husband has appealed and the 
wife has cross-appealed. 

The husband’s principal contention on appeal is 
that the wife’s motion for a new trial filed on De- 
cember 5, 1977, was premature, and a nullity, and 
there was, therefore, no jurisdiction to modify the 
December decree. Although the motion for new 
trial and the form of decree were both delivered to 
the clerk of the District Court on December 5, 1977, 
the decree was not signed and entered on the trial 
docket until December 6, 1977. The husband relies 
on the cases of Spanheimer Roofing & Supply Co. v. 
Thompson, 198 Neb. 710, 255 N. W. 2d 265, and State 
ex rel. Kaipus v. Board of Trustees of S. & I. Dist. 
No. 113, 200 Neb. 525, 264 N. W. 2d 422. Those cases 
both held that no judgment is rendered until the pro- 
nouncement thereof is entered on the trial docket, 
and that a motion for new trial filed prior to the ren- 
dition of a judgment is premature and constitutes a 
nullity. 

The court has reconsidered the basic issues in- 
volved in those holdings as applied to a notice of ap- 
peal. See Dale Electronics, Inc. v. Federal Ins. Co., 
ante p. 133, 277 N. W. 2d 572. We now hold that a 
motion for new trial filed after the trial court has an- 
nounced its decision, but before a judgment has been 
rendered or entered, is effective and does not consti- 
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tute a nullity if the record shows that the motion for 
new trial relates to the decision which has been an- 
nounced by the trial court and the record shows that 
a judgment was subsequently rendered or entered in 
accordance with the decision which was announced 
and to which the motion for new trial relates. To 
the extent that Spanheimer Roofing & Supply Co. v. 
Thompson, 198 Neb. 710, 255 N. W. 2d 265; State ex 
rel. Kaipus v. Board of Trustees of S. & I. Dist. No. 
113, 200 Neb. 525, 264 N. W. 2d 422; and similar cases 
are inconsistent with this holding, those cases are 
overruled. 

Both husband and wife contend that the division of 
property was inequitable. The wife contends that 
generally speaking the wife should receive from 
¥, to % of the value of the property involved, de- 
pending upon the facts and circumstances, but not 
less than 14 in any event. The rules for determining 
alimony or division of property in an action for dis- 
solution of marriage provide no mathematical 
formula by which such awards can be precisely de- 
termined. They are to be determined by the facts in 
each case and the courts will consider all pertinent 
facts in reaching an award that is just and equitable. 
Hanisch v. Hanisch, 195 Neb. 204, 237 N. W. 2d 407. 

The fixing of alimony or distribution of property 
rests in the sound discretion of the District Court 
and in the absence of an abuse of discretion will not 
be disturbed on appeal. Phillips v. Phillips, 200 
Neb. 253, 263 N. W. 2d 447. There was no abuse of 
discretion here. 

The husband contends that the attorney’s fees 
awarded to the wife were excessive. An award of 
attorney’s fees in an action for dissolution of mar- 
riage involves consideration of such factors as the 
nature of the case, the amount involved in the con- 
troversy, the services actually performed, the re- 
sults obtained, the length of time required for 
preparation and presentation of the case, the novelty 
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and difficulty of the questions raised, and the cus- 
tomary charges of the bar for similar services. 
Morris v. Morris, 201 Neb. 479, 268 N. W. 2d 431. The 
record establishes that the services involved here 
extended over a period of more than 7 years and in- 
volved extensive consultations, depositions, and in- 
terrogatories. The trial court was fully aware of the 
nature and extent of the services and carefully con- 
sidered the evidence. We cannot say there was any 
abuse of discretion in setting the fees for the wife’s 
attorney. 

The judgment of the District Court is affirmed. 
The wife is awarded the sum of $1,000 for the serv- 
ices of her attorney in this court. 

AFFIRMED. 


TERESA WAGNER, APPELLANT, V. DUANE MINEs, 
APPELLEE. 
277 N. W. 2d 672 


Filed April 24, 1979. No. 41964. 


1. Motor Vehicles: Guest Statute: Negligence: Minors. The owner 
of a motor vehicle who entrusts it to an underage minor is liable to 
an injured guest only if the operator of the motor vehicle is guilty 
of gross negligence. 

2. Motor Vehicles: Guest Statute: Negligence: Words and Phrases. 
Gross negligence within the meaning of the Nebraska guest statute 
means gross and excessive negligence or negligence in a very high 
degree; the absence of slight care in the performance of duty; an 
entire failure to exercise care; or the exercise of so slight.a degree 
of care as to justify the belief that there was an indifference to 
the safety of others. 

3. Motions, Rules, and Orders: Verdicts: Negligence: Evidence. 
When the evidence viewed most favorably for plaintiff fails to dis- 
close the existence of gross negligence, the trial court is obligated 
to sustain a motion to direct a verdict for the defendant. 


Appeal from the District Court for Dodge County: 
Mark J. FUHRMAN, Judge. Affirmed. 
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Lawrence H. Yost of Yost, Schafersman, Yost, 
Lamme & Hillis, for appellant. 


Ray C. Simmons, for appellee. 


Heard before KrivosHa, C. J., McCown, BRODKEY, 
and Hastincs, JJ., and WHITEHEAD, District Judge. 


Krivosua, C. J. 

This is an appeal from the action of the District 
Court for Dodge County sustaining a motion for 
directed verdict or, in the alternative, a motion to 
dismiss made by the defendant-appellee at the close 
of the plaintiff-appellant’s case-in-chief. Upon sus- 
taining the motion, the trial court dismissed plain- 
tiff’s action. We have reviewed the record in this 
case and conclude that the trial court was correct in 
sustaining the motion and dismissing the case. We 
therefore affirm. 

The record in this case discloses that the plaintiff 
suffered significant personal injury while riding as a 
guest in an automobile owned by the defendant and 
then being operated by defendant’s 14-year-old 
daughter, Mary Lou Mines. 

Defendant and his family, including his minor 
daughter, lived at Hooper, Nebraska. The plaintiff 
and defendant’s daughter were both students at Lo- 
gan View High School, where both were also cheer- 
leaders. On the evening of the accident an athletic 
meet at the Scribner High School between Logan 
View High School and Scribner High School was 
scheduled. Both girls were on their way to the meet 
when the accident occurred. 

The record discloses that plaintiff’s mother had 
brought her to the home of defendant at Hooper, and 
there left her to ride to the Scribner meet with de- 
fendant’s daughter. Also riding with the plaintiff 
and defendant’s daughter was Terri Dallman, a fel- 
low student. 

The evidence further discloses that because of her 
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age Mary Lou Mines held a restricted-type opera- 
tor’s permit issued pursuant to section 60-407(2), R. 
R. S. 1948. The permit limited her driving from 
home to school and back. In order to obtain a per- 
mit of this type it is necessary for one to appear be- 
fore an examiner and demonstrate that one is cap- 
able of successfully operating a motor vehicle. 

The vehicle being driven by defendant’s daughter 
at the time of the accident was a two-seat British 
Triumph sports car. Defendant’s daughter was 
driving and occupied the left front seat. Plaintiff 
occupied the right front seat, and Terri Dallman oc- 
cupied a space inside the sports car to the rear of 
the two seats. 

There was testimony that before defendant’s 
daughter left for the school event, defendant gave 
her some instructions on how to use the standard 
shift in the automobile. 

There was no evidence that defendant’s daughter 
experienced any difficulty in operating the vehicle 
once she left the front yard. 

The accident occurred a short distance east of 
Scribner as the automobile of defendant proceeded 
west toward Scribner. 

Plaintiff did not call as a witness defendant’s 
daughter, and plaintiff herself had no recollection of 
the accident. The facts concerning the accident 
were supplied by Terri Dallman. According to wit- 
ness Dallman, as the vehicle approached Scribner, 
she saw red lights on both sides of the road. It ap- 
pears from the evidence that a plane had crashlanded 
earlier close to the site where the accident subse- 
quently occurred. Emergency vehicles were in the 
area as a result of the plane crash. There was no 
evidence that the defendant’s daughter was driving 
at an excessive speed either as posted or under the 
circumstances. Nor was there evidence that she 
was in any other manner improperly operating the 
motor vehicle prior to the accident. As the vehicle 
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approached the downed airplane, the car in front 
either slowed down or made an abrupt stop, and de- 
fendant’s daughter ran into the rear of that vehicle. 
Upon impact, plaintiff was thrown through the wind- 
shield and unquestionably suffered serious and per- 
manent facial injuries. 

At the close of plaintiff's evidence, defendant 
moved the court to direct a verdict for defendant 
and against plaintiff or, in the alternative, to dismiss 
the action. The court sustained the motion and dis- 
missed the action. 

Appellant assigns two errors: (1) The trial court 
erred in holding that the Nebraska guest statute ap- 
plied to a nondriving owner’s liability for negligent 
entrustment; and (2) the trial court erred in hold- 
ing the evidence was insufficient to establish a ques- 
tion of gross negligence which could be submitted to 
the jury. 

We turn to appellant’s first assignment of error. 
There appears to be little question from the record 
that the defendant in this case was negligent in en- 
trusting his automobile to his daughter. In Gertsch 
v. Gerber, 193 Neb. 181, 226 N. W. 2d 182, we said: 
‘‘* * * an owner of a motor vehicle, who knowingly 
entrusts it to an under-age, unlicensed minor in vio- 
lation of statute, is guilty of negligence and liable for 
damages proximately resulting from the negligent 
operation of the motor vehicle.’’ Likewise, see Kel- 
ler v. Wellensiek, 186 Neb. 201, 181 N. W. 2d 854. 

However, the fact that the owner of a car may be 
negligent in entrusting a vehicle to a minor does not 
dispose of the issue. In addition to being negligent 
in entrusting the vehicle, a plaintiff must likewise 
plead and prove that such negligent entrustment 
was the proximate cause of the accident and injury. 
To establish that proximate causation, a plaintiff 
must allege and prove that the driver operated the 
automobile negligently and that his negligence was 
a proximate cause of the accident. The act of allow- 


VOL. 203] JANUARY TERM, 1979 147 


Wagner v. Mines 


ing a person to operate a vehicle, knowing the driver 
to be inexperienced or incompetent, is negligence. 
It becomes a proximate cause of the injury when it 
combines with the negligent acts of the driver caus- 
ing the damage. Gertsch v. Gerber, supra; see, 
also, Hardwick v. Bublitz, 254 Iowa 1253, 119 N. W. 
2d 886. 

Were this simply a case of defendant’s daughter 
causing injury to a third party not a guest, the issue 
would simply be as described in Keller v. Wellen- 
siek, supra, or Hardwick v. Bublitz, supra. There 
is, however, the further factor we must consider in 
this case, namely, that plaintiff was a guest. 

Stated simply, the issue herein is: Before a guest 
may recover against the owner of an automobile for 
negligent entrustment, must the guest plead and 
prove gross negligence on the part of the operator, 
or is ordinary negligence sufficient? 

There appears to be two lines of authority in this 
regard. See 91 A. L. R. 2d 323. The majority view 
holds that before a guest may recover from the 
owner of an automobile for negligent entrustment, 
the guest must plead and prove that the operator of 
the motor vehicle was guilty of gross negligence. 
See Hardwick v. Bublitz, supra; McAllister v. Cal- 
houn, 212 Ark. 17, 205 S. W. 2d 40; Graham v. Shilling, 
133 Colo. 5, 291 P. 2d 396; Farrey v. Bettendorf, 96 
So. 2d 889 (Fla., 1957); Theriault v. Pierce, 307 Mass. 
532, 30 N. E. 2d 682; Naudzius v. Lahr, 253 Mich. 216, 
234 N. W. 581; Cunningham v. Bell, 149 Ohio St. 103, 
77 N. E. 2d 918; Ortman v. Smith, 198 F’. 2d 123 (8th 
Cir., 1952) cert. den. 344 U. S. 856, 73 S. Ct. 95, 97 L. 
Ed. 664; Eckols v. Anderson, 27 Utah 2d 74, 493 P. 2d 
304; Tucker v. Fitzgerald, 247 So. 2d 459 (Fla., 1971); 
Forgus v. Hodnett, 401 S. W. 2d 104 (Tex. Civ. App., 
1966); Holbrook v. Ramsey, 254 F. Supp. 94 (N. D. 
Ind., 1966). It appears that California, Kansas, and 
perhaps Georgia have taken a contrary view. It 


148 NEBRASKA REPORTS [ VoL. 203 


Wagner v. Mines 


does not appear that we have directly ruled on this 
question before. 

We have, however, recently had occasion to re- 
view the basis of the Nebraska guest statute, section 
39-6,191, R. R. 8. 1948. See Botsch v. Reisdorff, 193 
Neb. 165, 226 N. W. 2d 121. In upholding the constitu- 
tionality of the Nebraska guest statute, we noted 
that there is inherent justice in the requirement that 
one who undertakes to perform a duty gratuitously 
should not be under the same obligation as one who 
enters upon the same undertaking for pay. We said 
in Botsch v. Reisdorff, supra, ‘‘ ‘It seems to us that 
the legislature was acting well within the limits of 
the police power in making a distinction between the 
degree of care to be exercised by the owner or oper- 
ator of a motor vehicle toward a guest and that to be 
exercised toward one who pays for his transporta- 
tion.’ The legislative and judicial minds in the past 
50 years have consistently held that this distinction 
between a paying and a gratuitous guest could ra- 
tionally take precedence in the legislative mind over 
and above the social engineering notion of shifting 
liability for negligently inflicted injuries to a guest 
on to hosts or to the general motoring public’s liabil- 
ity insurance.”’ 

It would bring about a strange and improper re- 
sult if defendant could be free of liability if only 
guilty of ordinary negligence while operating a 
motor vehicle, but could be held liable when a mem- 
ber of his family operated the same motor vehicle 
and still was guilty of only ordinary negligence. 
Likewise, we would have a strange result if the oper- 
ator who caused the accident necessary to create the 
proximate cause was relieved of liability because of 
the provisions of the guest statute while the owner 
was held liable. We think the more consistent rule 
is that which has found favor in the majority of the 
jurisdictions; the rule being that the owner of a 
motor vehicle who entrusts it to an underage minor 
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is liable to an injured guest only if the operator of 
the motor vehicle is guilty of gross negligence. We 
see nothing in the language of the Nebraska guest 
statute which would justifiably compel a contrary 
view. The language in the statute clearly points out 
that the ‘‘owner’’ of the vehicle is not to be liable to 
a guest unless such damage is because ‘‘of the gross 
negligence of the owner or operator in the operation 
of such motor vehicle.’’ (Emphasis supplied.) § 39- 
6,191, R. R. S. 1948. 

Having therefore held that before the plaintiff in 
this case could recover against the defendant, defen- 
dant’s daughter must be guilty of gross negligence 
in the operation of the motor vehicle, we look to ap- 
pellant’s second assignment of error. 

The only evidence of negligence by defendant’s 
daughter in the operation of the motor vehicle was 
her apparent failure to stop the motor vehicle within 
her range of vision. There was no other evidence of 
negligence established by the record. While the fail- 
ure to stop within one’s range of vision may and of- 
ten does constitute negligence, it does not necessar- 
ily constitute gross negligence. Gross negligence, 
within the meaning of the Nebraska guest statute, 
means gross and excessive negligence or negligence 
in a very high degree; the absence of slight care in 
the performance of duty; an entire failure to exer- 
cise care; or the exercise of so slight a degree of 
care as to justify the belief that there was an indif- 
ference to the safety of others. See Luther v. Paw- 
ling, 195 Neb. 679, 240 N. W. 2d 42; Toth v. Bacon, 190 
Neb. 344, 208 N. W. 2d 271. In the Toth case, we spe- 
cifically held that failure to maintain a proper look- 
out alone does not ordinarily constitute gross negli- 
gence. When the evidence viewed most favorably 
for plaintiff fails to disclose gross negligence, the 
trial court is obligated to sustain a motion to direct a 
verdict for the defendant. See Johnk v. Scanlon, 136 
Neb. 187, 285 N. W. 488. 
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On the basis of the evidence presented by the rec- 
ord in the instant case, we believe it would have 
been error for the trial court to submit the case to 
the jury. Therefore, the trial court had no alterna- 
tive but to sustain the motion to dismiss. For those 
reasons we find the action of the trial court in dis- 
missing plaintiff's case at the close of plaintiff’s evi- 
dence was in all respects correct, and the action of 
the trial court is affirmed. 

AFFIRMED. 


FABRICATORS, INC., APPELLEE, V. FARMERS ELEVATOR, 
INC., APPELLANT. 
277 N. W. 2d 676 


Filed April 24, 1979. No. 41984. 


1. Uniform Commercial Code: Notice: Time. Under the Uniform 
Commercial Code rejection of goods must be within a reasonable 
time after their delivery or tender. It is ineffective unless the 
buyer seasonably notifies the seller. 

2. Uniform Commercial Code: Time. Under the Uniform Commer- 
cial Code acceptance of goods occurs when the buyer fails to make 
an effective rejection if the buyer has had a reasonable opportunity 
to inspect the goods. 

3. Trial: Judgments: Evidence: Witnesses. In determining 
whether the evidence supports the findings of the trial court in an 
action at law where a jury has been waived, the evidence must be 
considered in the light most favorable to the successful party, all 
conflicts must be resolved in his favor, and he is entitled to the 
benefit of every inference that can reasonably be deduced from the 
evidence. 

4. Trial: Judgments: Appeal and Error. The judgment of the trial 
court in an action at law where a jury has been waived has the 
effect of a verdict of a jury and it will not be set aside on appeal un- 
less clearly wrong. 


Appeal from the District Court for Cuming County: 
EUGENE C. McFappen, Affirmed. 


Moodie & Moodie, for appellant. 
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Golby C. Uhlir of Ryan, Scoville & Uhlir, for ap- 
pellee. 


Heard before KrivosHa, C. J., McCown, CLINTON, 
and Hastincs, JJ., and KEeLiy, L. W., Jr., District 
Judge. 


McCown, J. 

This is an action by plaintiff, Fabricators, Inc., to 
recover money due on an oral agreement for the 
sale of certain equipment to be constructed and in- 
stalled in the grain elevator of the defendant, 
Farmers Elevator, Inc. Jury was waived and the 
District Court found for the plaintiff and against the 
defendant and entered judgment for the agreed 
amount of $6,138, plus interest and costs. The defen- 
dant has appealed. 

The defendant, Farmers Elevator, Inc., a corpora- 
tion, operates a grain elevator at Beemer, Nebraska, 
in which the defendant stores grain and mixes and 
sells livestock feeds. One of the ingredients used in 
the feeds mixed by defendant was high urea protein, 
which is available in either a meal or pellet form. 
Defendant had been using pellets which are more 
expensive than the meal. Ralston Purina, a supplier 
of products for the defendant, recommended that the 
defendant switch from the pellets to meal. Ralston 
prepared drawings and specifications for equipment 
to enable the defendant to handle high urea protein 
meal in preparing and mixing livestock feeds in the 
defendant’s elevator. The drawings and specifica- 
tions were delivered to the plaintiff, Fabricators, 
Inc. The plaintiff reviewed the drawings and specifi- 
cations with representatives of Ralston and of the 
defendant and submitted a formal quotation and bid 
for the construction and installation of the equip- 
ment for a total of $5,960, plus tax. The defendant 
accepted the plaintiff's bid and ordered the equip- 
ment. Plaintiff and defendant both understood that 
the equipment was to be used for handling and mix- 
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ing high urea protein meal in livestock feeds. The 
equipment was designed specifically for the defen- 
dant’s elevator and would be useless in any other in- 
stallation. 

Plaintiff built the equipment for handling the high 
urea protein meal in accordance with the drawings 
and specifications. Installation of the equipment 
was begun on January 9, 1970, and completed some- 
time prior to April 14, 1970. At unspecified times 
between January 9, 1970, and April 14, 1970, various 
problems developed. The plaintiff adjusted the 
equipment and corrected the various problems as 
they occurred up to and including the installation of 
an inspection hole to check the flow of meal, which 
was installed on April 2, 1970. 

The plaintiff's evidence was that the installation 
was completed on April 14, 1970, when the plaintiff 
billed the defendant for the purchase price of $5,960, 
plus tax of $178.80, for a total of $6,138.80. Plaintiff's 
evidence was that from April 2, 1970, until July 14, 
1970, there was no communication from the defen- 
dant regarding the installation. 

On July 14, 1970, the defendant discovered that the 
auger in the equipment system was putting out too 
much feed. The plaintiff agreed to remedy the 
problem and ordered a reducing gear on July 17, 
1970. The gear was never installed. On July 23, 
1970, the elevator building and equipment were 
destroyed by fire. At no time did the defendant pay 
for the equipment or notify the plaintiff that the 
equipment had been accepted or rejected. The trial 
court found generally for the plaintiff and entered 
judgment in the sum of $6,138, plus interest and 
costs. 

The defendant contends that the equipment was 
unsatisfactory and did not conform to the contract, 
and that title to the equipment therefore remained in 
the seller. Defendant argues that the equipment 
never worked satisfactorily and that it was under- 
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stood that the title would not pass until the equip- 
ment worked properly. It is also argued that the 
provisions of previous written contracts made by de- 
fendant for purchase of elevator equipment from dif- 
ferent parties should be read into the oral contract 
here. These contentions all involve factual issues 
which were resolved by the trial court and decided 
adversely to the defendant. 

This case is governed by the provisions of the Uni- 
form Commercial Code. When goods are tendered 
or delivered, the buyer has a right to inspect them 
before payment. § 2-513(1), U. C. C. If the goods do 
not conform to the contract, the buyer has the right 
to reject them. § 2-601, U.C.C. Section 2-602, U. C. 
C., provides: ‘‘(1) Rejection of goods must be 
within a reasonable time after their delivery or ten- 
der. It is ineffective unless the buyer seasonably 
notifies the seller.’’ Section 2-606, U. C. C., also pro- 
vides that acceptance of goods occurs when the 
buyer fails to make an effective rejection under sub- 
section (1) of section 2-602, U. C. C., if the buyer has 
had an opportunity to inspect the goods. 

In the present case the evidence of the plaintiff is 
that the equipment was completely installed and de- 
livered in the possession and control of the defend- 
ant on April 2, 1970, and defendant was billed for 
the purchase price on April 14, 1970. Essentially, it 
is undisputed that delivery was not later than April 
14, 1970. The plaintiff's evidence is that it received 
no communication of any kind from the defendant 
regarding the equipment from April 14, 1970, until 
July 14, 1970. The defendant’s evidence was that 
there was a communication from the defendant to 
the plaintiff on April 29, 1970, but the evidence is un- 
disputed that the defendant never at any time re- 
jected the goods, nor notified the plaintiff of any re- 
jection. 

The District Court found that there was no rejec- 
tion of the goods within a reasonable time. Under 
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the Uniform Commercial Code, rejection of goods 
must be within a reasonable time after their delivery 
or tender. It is ineffective unless the buyer season- 
ably notifies the seller. § 2-602, U. C.C. Acceptance 
occurs when the buyer fails to make an effective re- 
jection if the buyer has had a reasonable opportunity 
to inspect the goods. § 2-606, U. C. C. 

In the case at bar jury trial was waived and the 
case was tried to the court. In determining whether 
the evidence supports the findings of the trial court 
in an action at law where the jury has been waived, 
the evidence must be considered in the light most 
favorable to the successful party, all conflicts must 
be resolved in his favor, and he is entitled to the 
benefit of every inference that can reasonably be 
deduced from the evidence. J. P. Theisen & Sons v. 
Aksarben Contracting Corp., 197 Neb. 19, 246 N. W. 
2d 720. 

The judgment of the trial court in an action at law 
where a jury has been waived has the effect of a 
verdict of a jury and it will not be set aside on ap- 
peal unless clearly wrong. McDowell Road Associ- 
ates v. Barnes, 198 Neb. 207, 252 N. W. 2d 151. 

The evidence here supports the findings and judg- 
ment of the trial court. 

AFFIRMED. 


VIRGIL STARK, DOING BUSINESS AS STARK EILECTRIC, 
APPELLANT, V. GRANGE MUTUAL INSURANCE COMPANY 
OF CUSTER COUNTY, APPELLEE. 

277 N. W. 2d 679 


Filed April 24, 1979. No. 41999. 


1. Contracts: Insurance: Public Policy. An insurance policy is a 
contract, and where there is no uncertainty as to its meaning 
and the same is legal and not opposed to public policy, it will be en- 
forced as it is made. 
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2. 4 : . A provision in an insurance policy recit- 
ing that failure to pay the premium due on a specified date will 
suspend the policy and relieve the company of liability for losses 
occurring during the period of suspension is a valid and enforceable 
provision. 


Appeal from the District Court for Custer County: 
EARL C. Jounson, Judge. Affirmed. 


Steven O. Stumpff and Luebs, Dowding, Beltzer & 
Leininger, for appellant. 


Carlos E. Schaper, for appellee. 


Heard before BostauGcH, McCown, CLINTON, and 
BRODKEY, JJ., and Canic.ia, District Judge. 


CaNnic.Lia, District Judge. 

Plaintiff, Virgil Stark, doing business as Stark 
Electric, brings this action against the defendant, 
Grange Mutual Insurance Company of Custer 
County, for breach of contract. Specifically, the ac- 
tion was brought to impose liability on the defendant 
for a fire loss sustained by the plaintiff, and insured 
by the defendant under a policy of insurance. The 
trial court dismissed the petition at the conclusion of 
the trial, and the plaintiff appealed. We affirm. 

The policy of insurance was written for a period of 
5 years commencing on December 5, 1973, and end- 
ing on December 5, 1978. Annual premiums on the 
policy were due on the 5th day of December of each 
year. The plaintiff did not pay the premium due on 
December 5, 1974, until December 18, 1974. 
Inasmuch as no loss occurred between December 5, 
1974, and December 18, 1974, the date the premium 
was paid, the defendant reinstated the policy even 
though the premium had been paid after the due 
date. On or about November 1, 1975, more than 30 
days before the next due date of December 5, 1975, 
the defendant mailed to the plaintiff a notice of 
premium due specifying a due date of December 5, 
1975. The premium due pursuant to this notice was 
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not paid on December 5, 1975. On December 13, 
1975, a fire loss occurred which destroyed the build- 
ing and the contents. 

The issue presented to the trial court was: Did 
the acceptance of the late premium payment on De- 
cember 18, 1974, reinstate the policy for 1 year pro- 
spectively as of the date that the premium payment 
was accepted? The plaintiff contends that it did, 
and that the acceptance of the premium by the de- 
fendant on December 18, 1974, provided the plaintiff 
with a full year’s coverage from December 18, 1974, 
to December 18, 1975, and, accordingly, the policy 
was in force on December 13, 1975, the date of the 
fire. The defendant argues that the premium paid 
on December 18, 1974, paid the policy for the period 
commencing December 5, 1974, to December 5, 1975, 
and therefore, since the premium had not been paid 
on December 5, 1975, the policy stood suspended and 
there was no coverage on the plaintiff's building and 
contents on the date of the fire, December 13, 1975. 

The trial court, in finding for the defendant, held 
that there was no insurance coverage in effect at the 
time of the fire because the policy was suspended for 
failure to pay the premium due December 5, 1975, 
and that the acceptance by the defendant of the 
premium on December 18, 1974, provided the plain- 
tiff with coverage for 1 year retrospectively from 
the premium due date, that is, from December 5, 
1974, to December 5, 1975. This appeal followed. 

In making its findings and entering judgment for 
the defendant, the court considered a provision in 
the policy which provides as follows: ‘This policy 
shall stand suspended if any default shall be made in 
the payment of any assessment on or before the date 
specified in a written or printed notice, or partly 
written and partly printed, requiring payment of 
such assessment and mailed to the insured and 
directed to his last known address not less than 
thirty days prior to such suspension date. * * * The 
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company shall in no event be liable for any loss or 
damage occurring during such period of suspension. 
This policy may be reinstated and placed in full 
force according to its terms to cover losses there- 
after occurring and insured against under this pol- 
icy, upon payment to and acceptance by the Com- 
pany of such delinquent premium or assessment, but 
acceptance by the Company of such delinquent 
premium or assessment shall in no event make this 
Company liable for any loss or damage occurring 
during such period of suspension, nor shall such ac- 
ceptance waive any of the rights provided for in this 
section.”’ 

This provision is not ambiguous, nor is its mean- 
ing uncertain; its meaning is clear and since it is not 
illegal or opposed to public policy, it will be enforced 
as itis made. See Mills v. Aetna Ins. Co., 168 Neb. 
612, 96 N. W. 2d 721. 

This provision provides that the policy shall stand 
suspended if any default in the premium payment 
occurs on a certain date and the company shall not 
be liable for any loss occurring to the insured during 
the period of suspension. This provision is valid and 
enforceable. See Olson v. Agricultural Mut. Ins. 
Ass'n. of Des Moines, 234 Iowa 715, 13 N. W. 2d 673. 
Again referring to that part of the provision of the 
policy relating to delinquent payment of premiums 
and reinstatement of the policy, the provision pro- 
vides, ‘‘This policy may be reinstated and placed in 
full force according to its terms to cover losses there- 
after occurring and insured against under this pol- 
icy, upon payment to and acceptance by the Com- 
pany of such delinquent premium * * *,’’ It is clear 
from these terms that the coverage of the policy ex- 
tended from the 5th day of December of each year to 
the 5th day of December of the following year, and 
that the policy coverage would terminate and expire 
on December 5, 1978. Any other interpretation of 
this provision would stretch the policy period beyond 
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December 5, 1978, and in effect make a new contract 
for the parties. The plaintiff was aware of this pro- 
vision when he paid the premium on December 18, 
1974. He was under no obligation to reinstate the 
policy. If he had desired coverage for a full year 
from December 18, 1974, he could have bought a new 
policy or made a new contract with the defendant. 
He chose instead to reinstate the policy according to 
its terms and thus when he paid the premium on De- 
cember 18, 1974, he acquired coverage from Decem- 
ber 5, 1974, to December 5, 1975, and when he did not 
pay the premium due on December 5, 1975, the pol- 
icy stood suspended. Accordingly, he had no cov- 
erage on December 13, 1975, the date of the fire, and 
the decision of the trial court was correct and is af- 
firmed. 
AFFIRMED. 


JoHN S. SCHWARTZ, APPELLANT, V. DONALD DEAN 
SELVAGE AND SHARON LEE SELVAGE, HUSBAND AND WIFE, 
APPELLEES. 

277 N. W. 2d 681 


Filed April 24, 1979. No. 42016. 


1. Invitor-Invitee: Negligence: Evidence. Negligence is never pre- 
sumed but must be proved by a preponderance of the evidence. 
The fact that an invitee falls upon the steps leading from the exit 
of a building to the sidewalk below does not raise any presump- 
tion of negligence on the part of its owner. 

2. Invitor-Invitee: Negligence. There is no liability on the part of 

an invitor-owner to protect a business invitee against hazards 

which are known to the business invitee and are so apparent that 

he may reasonably be expected to discover them and be able to 

protect himself. 

: If the invitee has knowledge of the conditions 

and circumstances in advance, or should have knowledge com- 

parable to that of the invitor, then it may not be said that the in- 
vitor is guilty of actionable negligence. 

4. Negligence. A person who is capable of understanding and discre- 
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tion and who fails to exercise ordinary care and prudence to avoid 
defects and dangers which are open and obvious is negligent or 
contributorily negligent. 

5. Invitor-Invitee: Negligence. A mail carrier is treated as a busi- 
ness visitor or invitee, to whom the premises owner owes a duty 
of exercising reasonable care to keep the premises reasonably safe 
for their contemplated use or to give adequate warning of dangers 
of which the owner knew or should have known, and which were 
not reasonably apparent to the invitee. 

6. Motions, Rules, and Orders: Verdicts: Evidence. A motion fora 
directed verdict is treated as an admission of the truth of all ma- 
terial and relevant evidence submitted on behalf of the party 
against whom the motion is directed. 

7. Verdicts: Evidence. Directing a verdict is proper only when 
there is a complete absence of probative facts to support a judg- 
ment or verdict in favor of the party against whom the verdict is 
directed. 

8. Appeal and Error: Trial: Evidence. Error may not be predicated 
upon a ruling excluding evidence without making an offer of proof 
as to what the excluded evidence may have been. 


_ Appeal from the District Court for Lancaster 
County: DaALe E. FAHRNBRUCH, Judge. Affirmed. 


William M. Berlowitz, for appellant. 


Baylor, Evnen, Baylor, Curtiss & Grimit, for ap- 
pellees. 


Heard before KRivosHa, C. J.. BRODKEY, and HAsrt. 
INGS, JJ., and COLWELL and Martin, District Judges. 


Martin, District Judge. 

In this case plaintiff, a mailman, went up the front 
porch steps of defendants’ residence on a normal 
summer day to deliver mail. He came down the 
same steps. Plaintiff's testimony shows he saw 
clutter on the steps going up and coming down, but 
did not use the handrail on either occasion. His evi- 
dence further indicates he slipped on some unknown 
object on the steps. 

The lower court directed a verdict for the defend- 
ants at the close of plaintiff’s evidence for the rea- 
sons: (1) The plaintiff’s evidence failed to show 
negligence on the part of the defendants; (2) that as 
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a business invitee, plaintiff assumed the obvious risk 
and was contributorily negligent; (3) that there 
was no evidence to support the contention defend- 
ants could have known of the hazard, or that it was 
created by them. 

The principal assignment of error on appeal is 
that the trial court erred in directing a verdict for 
the defendants. 

Plaintiff also assigns error to the ruling on defend- 
ants’ motion in limine. Since no offer of proof was 
made under section 27-103(1)(b), R. R. S. 1948, this 
is not error. 

The principles of law upon which the District 
Court for Lancaster County directed the verdict are 
basic. In this action, the evidence shows that plain- 
tiff was a business invitee on the premises. In such 
instances, this court has held that the mere fact that 
an invitee falls does not raise a presumption of negli- 
gence. Thompson v. Young Men’s Christian Ass’n., 
122 Neb. 843, 241 N. W. 565; Brandert v. Scottsbluff 
Nat. Bank & Trust Co., 194 Neb. 777, 235 N. W. 2d 864. 

To argue, as does appellant, that inference could 
have been drawn by the jury that defendants knew 
of or, in the exercise of reasonable care, could have 
discovered the object on which plaintiff slipped, is 
contrary to the principle long established by Thomp- 
son v. Young Men’s Christian Ass’n., supra, which 
states, ‘‘* * * the facts that go to show negligence 
must be established by evidence and not left to 
inference.”’ 

Further, plaintiff’s evidence failed to establish 
that the hazardous condition was known to or cre- 
ated by the defendants so as to give rise to the duty 
of a warning on their part to him; and that his going 
up and down the steps, when the condition of the 
steps was obvious to him, was an assumption of risk 
on his part and was contributory negligence, as a 
matter of law, barring recovery. Nance v. Ames 
Plaza, Inc., 177 Neb. 88, 128 N. W. 2d 564. 
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The lower court obviously treated as an admission 
of truth all the material and relevant evidence sub- 
mitted on behalf of the plaintiff and decided that 
there was a complete absence of probative facts to 
support a judgment or verdict in favor of the plain- 
tiff. Hurlbut v. Landgren, 200 Neb. 413, 264 N. W. 2d 
174. 

The judgment of the District Court is affirmed. 

AFFIRMED. 


SHARIAN I. BRUS, APPELLEE, V. WAYNE B. Brus, 
APPELLANT. 
277 N. W. 2d 683 


Filed April 24,1979. No. 42029. 


1. Divorce: Alimony: Child Support: Property. Alimony, sup- 
port, and property settlement issues must be considered together 
to determine whether the trial court abused its discretion. 

2. Divorce: Trial: Witnesses. In an appeal from a decree of dis- 
solution of marriage, this court, in reaching its own findings, will 
give weight to the fact that the trial court observed the witnesses 
and their manner of testifying and accepted one version of the 
facts rather than the opposite. 

3. Divorce: Property. The rules for determining a division of prop- 
erty in an action for dissolution of marriage provide no mathemati- 
cal formule by which such awards can be determined. 

This court is not inclined to disturb the division 
of pronerty made by the trial court unless it is patently unfair on 
the record. 

5. Divorce: Child Support. In determining the amount of child sup- 
port to be awarded, the status, character, and situation of the par. 
ties and attendant circumstances must be considered. The finan- 
cial position of the husband as well as the estimated costs of sup- 
port of the children must be taken into account, and a decision in 
this regard rests in the sound discretion of the trial court which 
will not be disturbed on appeal unless it appears that the court 
abused its discretion. 


Appeal from the District Court for Madison County: 
EuGENE C. McFappen, Judge. Affirmed as modified. 


John W. McClellan, Jr., for appellant. 
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Deutsch, Jewell, Otte, Gatz, Collins & Domina, for 
appellee. 


Heard before BosLAuGH, BRODKEY, and HASTINGS, 
JJ., and CasE and FunrRmMaN, District Judges. 


FuuRMAN, District Judge. 

This is a proceeding for dissolution of marriage. 
The District Court dissolved the marriage, granted 
custody of the three minor children to the wife, or- 
dered the husband to pay child support, and made a 
property division. The husband has appealed to this 
court objecting to the child support award and the 
division of the property. 

The record shows the parties were married at 
Davenport, Iowa, on September 3, 1967. Three chil- 
dren were born to the parties: John Wayne, on June 
14, 1970; Scott Eric, on May 28, 1972; and Joseph Mi- 
chael on December 29, 1974. Suit for dissolution was 
filed by the wife on December 3, 1976. Trial was had 
in the District Court for Madison County on Febru- 
ary 16, 1978. 

The wife, a college graduate, was certified to 
teach in Iowa and later in Illinois. She taught school 
for the year prior to the marriage. During the first 
year of marriage she did substitute teaching and 
was employed by the Iowa State Highway Commis- 
sion, while her husband attended college. She taught 
school in Illinois for the next year and a half, leaving 
her employment due to pregnancy. At the time of 
trial the wife was operating a nursery school, with a 
net annual income of $1,200. The wife is not certi- 
fied as a teacher in Nebraska, and would need one or 
two semesters of schooling to become certified. 

The husband, a civil engineer, graduated from 
Iowa State University in June of 1968. He has been 
employed since his graduation, most recently em- 
ployed by Ebasco Services, Inc., since May 1975. 
His gross salary at the time of trial was $1,850 per 
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month, with a net salary of $1,345.58. His salary is 
reviewed yearly, in the month he began employ- 
ment, for bonus or salary purposes. Additionally, 
he has interest and dividend income from invest- 
ments of the parties. In 1976 the parties had divi- 
dends of $392, interest of $151.35, and a 1975 state 
tax refund of $338.55. The federal tax refund for the 
year of 1976 amounted to $724.76. 

The family debts are a paving assessment of 
$1,706, the past year’s real estate taxes of $1,180, and 
the sum of $17,000 owed to the mother of the husband 
on a mortgage on the family home. The home has a 
value of approximately $57,500. The monthly pay- 
ments on the mortgage, with amortized real estate 
taxes, are $290. There is a life insurance policy on 
the life of the husband with a cash value of $2,000, 
less a loan in the amount of $1,200. This loan is not 
payable monthly. 

The evidence showed the husband claimed a need 
for the monthly sum of $685 as living expenses, with 
the wife claiming. a need for the monthly sum of 
$1,047 as living expenses for her and the three minor 
children. 

In the decree the trial court awarded the wife no 
alimony, child support in the sum of $200 per month 
per child or the total sum of $600 per month, and 
personal and real property of a value of $4,450. The 
husband was awarded personal and real property of 
a value of $19,197 and was required to pay the family 
bills incurred prior to July 5, 1977. The wife was 
awarded use and possession of the family home until 
the youngest minor child reaches 19 years of age or 
none of the minor children reside in the residency, at 
which time the house is to be sold and the wife is to 
receive one-half of the gross sale price less only the 
expenses of the sale. The husband was ordered to 
pay all present encumbrances against the property 
and all future taxes and assessments, keep the resi- 
dence insured for its full value, and pay for main- 
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tenance of the exterior of the premises. The wife 
was ordered to pay for all interior maintenance. 

It is apparent the husband cannot make the child 
support and house payments solely from the net 
salary he was receiving at the time of trial. This 
causes him some problems. The interest payments 
and the dividend payments are not paid monthly. 
Also, the income tax refunds, the annual bonus, and 
salary review come only once a year. 

The husband also contends that the division of 
property was unreasonable. The wife received, in 
addition to her use of the residence as a home for 
herself and children, a half-interest in the residence 
and other property valued at $4,450. The husband 
received a half-interest in the residence and other 
property valued at $19,197, less the amount of the 
house mortgage payable to his mother, real estate 
taxes, and paving assessments. The wife was to pay 
for maintenance to the residence interior and the 
husband to the exterior. 

The following principles are applicable. Alimony, 
support, and property settlement issues must be con- 
sidered together to determine whether the trial 
court abused its discretion. Jackson v. Jackson, 197 
Neb. 27, 264 N. W. 2d 722 (1976); Van Cleave v. Van 
Cleave, 201 Neb. 211, 266 N. W. 2d 900 (1978). In an ap- 
peal from a decree of dissolution of marriage, this 
court, in reaching its own findings, will give weight 
to the fact that the trial court observed the witnesses 
and their manner of testifying and accepted one ver- 
sion of the facts rather than the opposite. Blome v. 
Blome, 201 Neb. 687, 271 N. W. 2d 466 (1978). The 
rules for determining a division of property in an ac- 
tion for dissolution of marriage provide no mathe- 
matical formula by which such awards can be pre- 
cisely determined. Blome v. Blome, supra. This 
court is not inclined to disturb the division of prop- 
erty made by the trial court unless it is patently un- 
fair on the record. Blome v. Blome, supra. In de- 
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termining the amount of child support to be awarded, 
the status, character, and situation of the parties 
and attendant circumstances must be considered. 
The financial position of the husband as well as the 
estimated costs of support of the children must be 
taken into account, and a decision in this regard 
rests in the sound discretion of the trial court which 
will not be disturbed on appeal unless it appears that 
the court abused its discretion. Hermance v. Her- 
mance, 194 Neb. 720, 235 N. W. 2d 231 (1975). 

The ability of the husband to make the child sup- 
port payments is one element which must be con- 
sidered in determining whether the award was ex- 
cessive. The evidence here indicates that the award 
of the child support should be reduced to $165 per 
month per child. 

Since support and property settlement issues 
should be considered together, we determine that 
the evidence further indicates that the Florida prop- 
erty should have been awarded to the wife. 

The judgment of the trial court is modified so as to 
provide an allowance for child support in the amount 
of $165 per month per child and to award the Florida 
real estate to the petitioner, Sharian Brus. The 
judgment as so modified is affirmed. The appellee 
is allowed an attorney’s fee in this court of $350. 

AFFIRMED AS MODIFIED. 


FoxLey & Co., A CORPORATION, APPELLEE, V. UNITED 
STATES FIDELITY AND GUARANTY COMPANY, A MARYLAND 
CORPORATION, APPELLANT. 

277 N. W. 2d 686 


Filed April 24, 1979. No. 42076. 


1. Insurance: Damages: Contracts: Words and Phrases. Where 
one intentionally does damage to the property of another in the 
mistaken belief that the property belongs to him, the property dam- 
age is not, within the meaning of an insurance policy, an ‘‘acci- 
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dent’ neither expected nor intended from the standpoint of the 
insured. 

2. Insurance: Damages: Contracts: Trespass. A policy of insur- 
ance undertaking to pay damages because of injury to or destruc- 
tion of property caused by accident does not cover damages caused 
by the trespass of the policyholder upon the land of another when the 
damage is the natural result of the intentional act of the policyholder. 


Appeal from the District Court for Douglas County: 
THEODORE L. RicHLING, Judge. Reversed and dis- 
missed. 


Pilcher, Howard & Dustin, for appellant. 


Fitzgerald, Brown, Leahy, Strom, Schorr & Bar- 
mettler, for appellee. 


Heard before BOSLAUGH, WHITE, and HastTinGcs, JJ., 
and HENpRIx and BUCKLEY, District Judges. 


WHITE, J. 

This is an appeal from judgment on a petition filed 
by appellee Foxley & Co. in the District Court 
against appellant United States Fidelity and Guar- 
anty Company for alleged wrongful refusal to defend 
a suit brought against the appellee in the District 
Court for Saunders County by American Savings 
Company. The petition of Foxley & Co. prays for 
the amount of the judgment rendered against Foxley 
& Co. in the District Court for Saunders County plus 
the costs of defense, including attorney’s fees and 
certain nonrecoverable court costs. The District 
Court entered judgment for the appellee Foxley & 
Co. The United States Fidelity and Guaranty Com- 
pany (hereinafter U.S.F. & G.) appeals. 

In the action by American Savings Company 
against Foxley & Co. in the District Court for Saun- 
ders County, both American Savings Company and 
Foxley claimed ownership of a water-line system 
and hydrants in certain lands in the northern part of 
the existing water distribution system of the former 
Nebraska ordnance plant in Mead, Nebraska. 
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Each claimed under a quit claim deed from the 
United States. 

It is undisputed that Foxley & Co., acting under its 
understanding of its legal rights, caused .a number of 
water hydrants to be severed from the water system 
and caused damage to the remainder of the water 
system by the method in which the hydrants were 
severed from the water system. At trial, the court 
determined, as a matter of law, that the American 
Savings Company’s ownership was paramount since 
it was based on a deed prior in time from the United 
States Government. It directed a verdict on liabil- 
ity in favor of American Savings Company .and de- 
termined the damages for the injuries to the water 
system. That judgment was not appealed. Foxley 
& Co. then instituted this suit against its insurer for 
its failure to defend the American Savings Company 
action or to satisfy the judgment therein. 

In the trial court and in this court the appellant 
denied coverage. Under the relevant portions of the 
contract of insurance, the insurer agrees to ‘“‘pay on 
behalf of the Insured all sums which the Insured 
shall become legally obligated to pay as damages 
because of * * * (B). property damage to which this 
insurance applies, caused by an occurrence.”’ ‘‘Oc- 
currence’’, aS defined in the policy, means ‘‘an acci- 
dent, including injurious exposure to conditions, 
which results, during the policy period, in bodily in- 
jury or property damage neither expected nor in- 
tended from the standpoint of the Insured * * *.”’ 

It is the position of the insurer that the actions of 
Foxley & Co. resulting in damage to the water sys- 
tem were intentional and therefore not an ‘‘acci- 
dent’’ within the meaning of the policy provision. 
Appellee relies on our statement made in State 
Farm Fire & Cas. Co. v. Muth, 190 Neb. 248, 207 N. 
W. 2d 364, that: ‘‘We hold on the basis of the author- 
ities which we hereinafter cite that, under the lan- 
guage of the exclusion in question, an injury is either 
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expected or intended if the insured acted with the spe- 
cific intent to cause harm to a third party.’’ There is 
some dispute as to whether it could more properly 
be said that Foxley ‘‘tore out’’ or ‘‘removed”’ the hy- 
drants. However, Foxley does concede that, as to 
the physical consequences of its actions, the result 
which was brought about was precisely that which it 
intended to bring about. Contrast that situation with 
the one in State Farm Fire & Cas. Co. v. Muth, 
supra. There, the plaintiff was injured by a B-B pel- 
let fired by the young defendant from his position in 
a slowly moving car. The finding by this court that 
the shooting was accidental relied on the finding by 
the trier of fact that the defendant aimed the gun at 
plaintiff's feet, and intended only to ‘‘scare some- 
body’’ and not to injure the plaintiff in any way. 
This court said in Muth: ‘‘We do not, however, 
adopt the holding in that case (Lumbermen’s Mut. 
Ins. Co. v. Blackburn (Okla.), 477 P. 2d 62) insofar 
as it appears to hold that the exclusion does not apply 
unless the intention is to inflict the injury actually 
inflicted and unless the act is directed specifically 
against the party injured.”’ 

While we are aware of cases to the contrary, we 
hold that a policy undertaking to pay damages be- 
cause of injury to or destruction of property caused 
by accident does not cover damages caused by the 
trespass of the policyholder upon the land of another 
when the damage is the natural result of the in- 
tentional act of the policyholder. See Thomason v. 
United States Fidelity & Guaranty Co., 248 F. 2d 417 
(5th Cir., 1957). The court said in that case: ‘‘Where 
acts are voluntary and intentional and the injury is 
the natural result of the act, the result was not 
caused by accident even though that result may 
have been unexpected, unforeseen and unintended. 
There was no insurance against liability for dam- 
ages caused by mistake or error. The cause of the 
injury was not an accident within the meaning of this 
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policy.’’ See, also, Argonaut Southwest Ins. Co. v. 
Maupin, 500 S. W. 2d 633 (Tex., 1973); Hardware 
Mut. Cas. Co. v. Gerrits, 65 So. 2d 69 (Fla., 1953). 
We decline to adopt the rule in cases cited by the ap- 
pellee. Gray v. State Department of Highways, 191 
So. 2d 802 (La. App., 1966); McAllister v. Hawkeye- 
Security Ins. Co., 68 Ill. App. 2d 222, 215 N. E. 2d 477; 
Haynes v. American Casualty Co., 228 Md. 394, 179 
A. 2d 900. 

Since the injury resulted from a mistake of law 
and was not an accident within the meaning of the 
policy, the decision of the trial court must be re- 
versed and the petition dismissed. It is unnecessary 
to consider other assignments of error. 

REVERSED AND DISMISSED. 


SHELDON GALLNER AND DAVID GALLNER, APPELLANTS, V. 
SWEEP LEFT, INC., A CORPORATION, APPELLEE. 
277 N. W. 2d 689 


Filed April 24,1979. Nos. 42120, 42121. 


1. Contracts: Rescission. Where contractual promises are mutual 
and dependent, the failure of one party to perform authorizes the 
other to rescind the contract. 

: . The failure to perform a promise, the performance 
of which is a condition, entitles the other party to the contract toa 
rescission thereof. 


Appeals from the District Court for Lancaster 
County: SAMUEL VAN PELT, Judge. Affirmed. 


Ginsburg, Rosenberg, Ginsburg & Krivosha, for 
appellants. 


Michael O. Johanns of Peterson, Bowman, Larsen 
& Swanson, for appellee. 


Heard before BosLauGH, McCown, BropkKgEy, and 
Wurter, JJ., and Knapp, District Judge. 
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These cases arise out of a dispute concerning an 
agreement for the purchase of stock in the defendant 
corporation, Sweep Left, Inc. Since they involve 
similar issues they were consolidated for trial in the 
District Court and consolidated for briefing and 
argument in this court. 

The defendant, which was organized by Mark Ste- 
ven Doak and Dennis Pavelka, operates a restaurant 
and bar business in Lincoln, Nebraska. Doak and 
Pavelka had become acquainted with the plaintiff, 
Sheldon Gallner, when he had represented them in 
regard to professional football contracts. In Octo- 
ber 1975, Doak talked with Sheldon Gallner about the 
possibility of forming a corporation to operate a 
lounge. Later, when there was difficulty in arrang- 
ing for financing, Sheldon Gallner offered to arrange 
a loan through his father, David Gallner. 

The loan transaction was completed on February 
19, 1976. Doak and Pavelka, doing business as 
Sweep Left, Incorporated, executed and delivered a 
demand promissory note in the amount of $50,000 
payable to David Gallner and Sam Guidici. Guidici, 
a stockholder in the defendant, executed and deliv- 
ered a note in the amount of $25,000, payable to Da- 
vid Gallner. David Gallner delivered $50,000, the 
proceeds of a personal loan he had obtained, to the 
corporation. Asa part of the transaction, Doak and 
Sheldon Gallner executed a stock purchase agree- 
ment which provided as follows: ‘‘AGREEMENT 
made and entered into this 19th day of February, 
1976, by and between Sweep Left, Inc., a corporation 
duly organized and existing under the laws of the 
State of Nebraska, and having its principal place of 
business at Lincoln, Nebraska, party of the first part 
hereinafter referred to as ‘Sweep Left’; and Sheldon 
Gallner of Council Bluffs, Iowa, party of the second 
part hereinafter referred to as ‘Buyer’, W I T- 
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NESSETH: Sweep Left agrees to sell to Buyer 
and Buyer agrees to purchase from Sweep Left 100 
shares of the common stock of Sweep Left,. Incorpo- 
rated, which represents ten percent (10%) of the 
authorized common stock of Sweep Left, Inc., at $10 
per share, payment to be made as follows, to-wit: 
Sweep Left agrees immediately upon the signing of 
this agreement to place in escrow with First National 
Bank of Council Bluffs, Iowa, the stock hereinbefore 
mentioned, subject to the payment of $1000, said 
sum being considered payment in full.’’ 

A similar agreement for the purchase of 125 
shares was executed by Doak and David Gallner. 

Doak testified that as a part of the transaction, 
Sweep Left, Inc., agreed to look for other financing 
and pay off the loan from David Gallner as soon as 
possible. 

No stock was ever placed in escrow and the money 
due from the plaintiffs was never paid or tendered to 
the escrow agent. 

On May 21, 1976, Donald H. Bowman, as counsel 
for Doak, Pavelka, and the defendant, wrote to 
Hugh Finerty, the plaintiffs’ counsel, inclosing a 
check in the amount of $49,765.82, the balance due on 
the loan, and stating that the check was tendered in 
full payment of all obligations of Doak, Pavelka, and 
the defendant to the plaintiffs and Guidici. 

On June 1, 1976, Finerty returned the check to 
Bowman stating that the terms under which it was 
tendered were not acceptable. On June 2, Bowman 
returned the check to Finerty. The check was then 
endorsed by David Gallner and Guidici and cashed. 

On June 8, 1976, Finerty wrote to the First Na- 
tional Bank of Council Bluffs, Iowa, stating that pay- 
ment was tendered as required by the two stock pur- 
chase agreements and requesting the bank to de- 
mand that the defendant deposit the stock in escrow 
as provided in the agreements. Although the letter 
stated that payment was tendered, in fact no money 
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was ever tendered to the bank or the defendant by 
the plaintiffs. 

These actions were commenced on September 9, 
1976, to compel specific performance of the stock 
purchase agreements. 

The trial court found there had been no perform- 
ance of the agreements by any of the parties within 
a reasonable time prior to the repudiation of the 
agreements by the defendant and dismissed the ac- 
tions. The plaintiffs have appealed. 

Although each agreement provided that the defend- 
ant was to deposit the stock in escrow immediately 
upon the signing of the agreement, performance by 
the defendant was ‘‘subject to the payment’’ of the 
purchase price for the stock. The plaintiffs never 
performed the condition precedent set out in the 
agreements and had no right to demand perform- 
ance by the defendant. 

Since the plaintiffs were in default the defendant 
could elect to rescind. Where contractual promises 
are mutual and dependent, the failure of one party 
to perform authorizes the other to rescind the con- 
tract. The failure to perform a promise, the per- 
formance of which is a condition, entitles the other 
party to the contract to a rescission thereof. 17 Am. 
Jur. 2d, Contracts, § 503, p. 979. See, also, Olson v. 
Pedersen, 194 Neb. 159, 231 N. W. 2d 310; Restate- 
ment, Contracts, § 397, p. 750. 

The defendant elected to rescind and repudiated 
the contract by the letter from Bowman to Finerty 
on May 21, 1976. The plaintiffs’ attempt to perform 
by the letter to the bank on June 8 was of no effect 
because the contracts had been rescinded and pay- 
ment was never tendered. 

The judgments of the District Court dismissing the 
actions were correct and are affirmed. 

AFFIRMED. 
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FritTz E. STRUEMPLER, JR. AND BONNIE J. STRUEMPLER, 
APPELLANTS, V. JOSEPH EF}. PETERSON AND BEULAH E, 
PETERSON, APPELLEES. 

277 N. W. 2d 691 


Filed April 24, 1979. No. 42134. 


Contracts: Property: Specific Performance: Severance: Home- 
steads. Where a contract for the sale of real estate includes both 
homestead and nonhomestead property, but is not duly executed 
and acknowledged, specific performance may be obtained of the 
nonhomestead land only if the contract is clearly severable as to 
the homestead and nonhomestead property. 

Appeal from the District Court for Custer County: 
JAMES R. KELLY, Judge. Affirmed. 


Tedd C. Huston, for appellants. 
Carlos E. Schaper, for appellees. 


Heard before BosLaucH, McCown, CLInToN, and 
BRODKEY, JJ., and Canicuis, District Judge. 


CanicuiA, District Judge. 

The plaintiffs, Fritz and Bonnie Struempler, bring 
this action against the defendants, Joseph and Beu- 
lah Peterson, for damages for nonperformance of a 
real estate contract. The contract provides for an 
option to purchase 320 acres of defendants’ land, 160 
acres of which was the homestead of the defendants, 
and 160 acres which was not homestead property. 
The contract was not acknowledged by either of the 
defendants. The trial court sustained a demurrer to 
plaintiffs’ amended petition and the plaintiffs have 
appealed. We affirm. 

This case was previously before the court; Struemp- 
ler v. Peterson, 190 Neb. 133, 206 N. W. 2d 629, dated 
April 20, 1973. In that case, plaintiffs sought specific 
performance of the contract involved in this action. 
In denying specific performance, this court held that 
a contract to sell land constituting a homestead is 
void when not executed and acknowledged by both 
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husband and wife as required by section 40-104, R. 
R. S. 1943. 

The opinion further holds that where a contract for 
the purchase and sale of real estate includes both 
homestead and nonhomestead property, but is not 
executed and acknowledged as required by the sec- 
tion of the statute above, specific performance may 
be obtained of the nonhomestead land with an 
abatement of the total purchase price where the con- 
tract, under its provision, is clearly severable as to 
the homestead and the nonhomestead property. This 
is not the case in the contract involved in this liti- 
gation. This contract describes the land only as a 
full half section; it does not indicate any basis for 
allocation of the consideration to anything except 
the entire tract. Under these circumstances, there- 
fore, the court will not make a new contract for the 
parties nor impose new conditions not contemplated 
by the parties. 

The plaintiffs now bring an action for damages 
based on the defendants’ refusal to convey the land, 
which is the subject of the contract. The defendants 
demurred first to the petition and then to an 
amended petition, and the trial court sustained the 
demurrer. Plaintiffs refused to plead further and 
this appeal followed. The sole issue in this appeal 
is: Did the trial court err in sustaining the demurrer 
to plaintiffs’ amended petition? An examination of 
the plaintiffs’ petition discloses the plaintiffs’ claim 
for damages is based on two causes of action. The 
first involved the nonhomestead land. Although spe- 
cific items in the claim for damages could possibly 
be included as a basis for an unjust enrichment 
claim, the petition does not make any such allega- 
tion or claim. Under these circumstances, there- 
fore, we hold that the decision of the trial court in 
sustaining the demurrer was proper and correct. 

Counsel for plaintiffs has submitted the case of 
Solt v. Anderson, 63 Neb. 734, 89 N. W. 306, as 
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authority for his contention that, even though a con- 
tract for the sale of a homestead is not acknowledged 
and therefore not subject to an action for specific 
performance, yet it. may nevertheless entitle the 
vendee to recover damages for failure to fulfill the 
contract. We do not agree that the Solt case is 
authority for such a proposition. On page 738 of the 
Solt case, the opinion reads: ‘‘It would seem that 
while the contract was not enforceable specifically, 
it was not void. There is no public policy against the 
free disposition of the homestead. Probably some 
amendment of pleadings will be necessary, but 
otherwise we do not see why the action may not pro- 
ceed as one for damages. Possibly it may be 
claimed that the decisions of this court, under the 
statute above cited, made the contract in question 
absolutely void. In that case it would not support an 
action for damages. That question, however, is not 
before us and is not decided. We are entitled to 
have the assistance of counsel in solving it. If we 
were not apparently compelled to hold otherwise in 
this very case, we would say we were entitled to the 
help of the trial court.”’ 

The contract in the case before the court is not 
severable as to the homestead. and nonhomestead 
property and is therefore unenforceable. As such it 
can not be the basis for an action in damages and 
the trial court was correct in sustaining the defend- 
ants’ demurrer. See, also, Horseth v. Fuglesteen, 
165 Minn. 38, 205 N. W. 607; Lamb v. Cooper, 150 
Iowa 18, 129 N. W. 323; 40 C. J. S., Homesteads, § 
151, p. 616. 

AFFIRMED. 
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JOE AND AL’S IGA, INC., APPELLEE, Vv. NEBRASKA 
LIQUOR CONTROL COMMISSION ET AL., APPELLANTS, 
AND CHARLES H. ROGERS ET AL., INTERVENOR-APPELLANTS. 
277 N. W. 2d 693 
Filed April 24, 1979. No. 42138. 


1. Administrative Law: Licenses and Permits. The Nebraska Liquor 
Control Commission is vested with discretion in the granting or 
denial of retail liquor licenses, but it may not act arbitrarily or 
unreasonably. Its discretion is to be exercised reasonably and not 
whimsically nor capriciously. 

2. Administrative Law: Evidence. Where the record of the pro- 
ceedings before the Nebraska Liquor Control Commission con- 
tains no evidence to justify an order, the action must be held to be 
unreasonable and arbitrary. 

3. Administrative Law: Licenses and Permits: Municipal Corpora- 
tions. Ina proceeding to obtain a liquor license, a resolution of the 
governing body of a municipality recommending approval of the 
application, which fails to receive the required number of votes to 
pass, is ineffective to constitute any official action of that govern- 
ing body, amounts to no recommendation at all, and does not 
furnish competent evidence upon which to base a denial of a liquor 
license application by the Nebraska Liquor Control Commission. 

4. Licenses and Permits. Absence of need alone is not a sufficient 
reason to deny an otherwise proper application for a liquor 
license. 


Appeal from the District Court for Platte County: 
JOHN C. WHITEHEAD, Judge. Affirmed. 


Paul L. Douglas, Attorney General, and Terry R. 
Schaaf, for appellants. 


Edward F.. Carter, Jr., of Barney & Carter, P.C., 
for intervenor-appellants. 


Mark M. Sipple of Walker, Luckey, Sipple & Han- 
sen, for appellee. 


Heard before BosLAUGH, CLINTON, BRODKEY, and 
HastTinGs, JJ., and Hickman, District Judge. 


HASTINGS, J. 

This is an appeal from an order of the District 
Court setting aside the order of the Nebraska Liquor 
Control Commission denying the application of plain- 
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tiff-appellee for a retail package liquor license, and 
in such order of reversal the District Court ordered 
the Commission to issue such license. The appel- 
lants are the Commission and certain protestors at 
the original Commission hearing who joined as in- 
tervenors in the District Court. 

Plaintiff is, as the name implies, an IGA grocery 
store operating as a corporation which has been 
doing business at 23rd Street and U. S. Highway No. 
30 in Columbus since April of 1967. The corporation 
consists of two equal stockholders, Joe Gdowski and 
Alfred Dolezal, both Columbus residents. All par- 
ties concede they are proper persons to hold a li- 
cense under the Nebraska Liquor Control Act. 

The application was filed on August 15, 1977, and, 
as required by statute, was first referred to the 
Columbus city council for recommendations. On 
September 7, 1977, a motion was made by that body 
to recommend the granting of the license, which mo- 
tion was defeated with three councilmen voting in 
the affirmative and four in the negative. One coun- 
cilman was absent. A report of this action was for- 
warded to the Commission. Also contained in the 
Commission’s file were written protests of seven 
citizens of Columbus plus the written protest of an 
agent for the Commission. The protests generally 
related to what they considered to be an overabun- 
dance of licenses in Columbus, and that it would not 
be in the public interest to sell alcoholic beverages 
in a grocery store or to grant this particular license. 
According to the Commission itself, the only reason 
for the agent’s protest was a formality because of 
the citizen protests. 

A formal hearing was had before the Commission 
on October 18, 1977. The two stockholders for the 
plaintiff testified that they operated a full-line meat 
and grocery business; that they had a good clientele, 
‘business people and everything;’’ that residential 
structures bordered their place of business to the 
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south, but the remainder of the area was devoted to 
business places. One of the witnesses described the 
present building and explained that they were plan- 
ning a 60 foot by 60 foot addition to one end which 
would house the liquor section and a proposed bak- 
ery section. This proposed construction differed 
from the plan submitted at the time of the original 
application which called for a somewhat different 
addition which the landlord declined to consider. 
Petitions containing approximately 250 signatures of 
persons, mostly plaintiff's customers, favoring the 
issuance of the liquor license to the plaintiff, were 
identified by the witness Dolezal and received into 
evidence. He gave as reasons for wanting a liquor 
license the fact that many of his customers had 
asked why liquor was not available in the store, and 
that it would give the plaintiff another source of in- 
come so as to permit it to be more competitively 
priced in grocery items with its major competition, 
three large grocery store chains. 

The evidence related that there was one other gro- 
cery store possessing a liquor license, technically 
not within the city limits of Columbus because it was 
a part of an industrial tract, but more or less sur- 
rounded by a residential neighborhood within the 
city limits. However, two drugstores held package 
licenses. There were 58 liquor licenses held by gro- 
cery stores throughout the State of Nebraska during 
the year 1977. Without reference to whether they 
are retail package licenses or Class C licenses which 
permit sale by the drink, one of the protestants 
claimed that there are 50 alcoholic beverage outlets 
within the city of Columbus which has a population 
of 17,000. Eighteen liquor licenses are located in 
downtown Columbus, and on a portion of highway 30 
approximately 244 miles long where plaintiff’s place 
of business is located there are 21 alcoholic beverage 
outlets. Within 3 blocks on either side of plaintiff's 
location there are presently four package liquor out- 
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lets. The license which plaintiff seeks is an existing 
Class C license presently held by a downtown 
Columbus bar which would be downgraded to the 
proposed package license. 

Four other witnesses testified in favor of the 
granting of the license: Richard Gdowski, who is a 
real estate broker and a brother of Joe; an operator 
of a fast-food restaurant; a contractor who is also 
mayor of Columbus; and a manager of a local radio 
station. They gave no particular additional reasons 
for their support of the issuance of the license. Ap- 
pearing at the hearing but not testifying were 7 pro- 
testants, all involved in the liquor business in Colum- 
bus, and 11 supporters of the application, 2 of whom 
were involved in the liquor business. 

As previously indicated, the Commission denied 
the application, assigning as reasons that the city of 
Columbus made no recommendations; two separate 
citizen protests were filed; a protest was filed by an 
agent of the Commission; no other grocery stores in 
Columbus had a liquor license; the only grocery 
store with a liquor license is located outside the city 
limits; there are 42 licenses in Columbus (not 50 as 
claimed by one of the protestants), of which 38 
possess package sale privileges; and there is no 
need for such a package liquor license. On appeal, 
the evidence introduced at the Commission hearing 
was received as well as evidence of the number of 
grocery stores in the state holding liquor licenses, 
and the District Court found that the Commission’s 
order of denial was arbitrary and capricious and re- 
versed the same and ordered the license to issue. 

The respective motions for new trial filed by de- 
fendant and intervenors were overruled and their 
appeals were perfected. The errors assigned were 
that the District Court found the order of the Com- 
mission to be unreasonable, arbitrary, and capricious, 
and particularly in: (1) Finding that the Commis- 
sion’s sole basis for denial was that plaintiff was a 
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grocery store; (2) not finding that the order of the 
Commission was reasonable because the evidence 
lacked a showing of need for a license in the area; 
and (8) not finding that plaintiff would not operate, 
if granted a license, from the premises described in 
the application. 

‘“‘The Nebraska Liquor Control Commission is 
vested with discretion in the granting or denial of re- 
tail liquor licenses, but it may not act arbitrarily or 
unreasonably. Its discretion is to be exercised rea- 
sonably and not whimsically nor capriciously. As in 
the case of other administrative bodies, the Ne- 
braska Liquor Control Commission, after an admin- 
istrative hearing, must base its findings and orders 
on a factual foundation in the record of the proceed- 
ings, and the record must show some valid basis on 
which a finding and order may be premised. Where 
the record of the proceedings contains no evidence 
to justify an order, the action must be held to be un- 
reasonable and arbitrary.’’ Hadlock v. Nebraska 
Liquor Control Commission, 193 Neb. 721, 228 N. W. 
2d 887 (1975). 

In order to judge whether the action of the Com- 
mission was arbitrary or unreasonable, it is neces- 
sary to examine each assigned reason for denying 
the application. 

First, that the city of Columbus made no recom- 
mendation. In this case, the situation that existed 
was opposite that in Hadlock v. Nebraska Liquor 
Control Commission, supra. There, a motion was 
made before the Kearney city council to recommend 
denial of the license which received two affirmative 
votes, one negative vote, and one abstention; one 
councilman was absent. This court found that under 
the statutes and rules applicable to the city of Kear- 
ney a resolution, recommending either issuance or 
denial of a license, required for adoption a majority 
vote (3) of all elected members of the city council. 
The court stated that: ‘‘The vote here was clearly 
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ineffective to constitute any official action of the 
governing body.’’ In this case, a resolution recom- 
mending approval failed to receive a majority 
vote; it was clearly ineffective to constitute any offi- 
cial action of the governing body; amounted to no 
recommendation at all; and does not furnish compe- 
tent evidence upon which to base a denial of a liquor 
license application by the Commission. 

The second reason for denying the application was 
that two separate citizen protests were filed. Ad- 
mittedly, such protests afforded the basis of a man- 
datory hearing before the Commission. ‘‘(1) The 
commission shall set for hearing before it any appli- 
cation for a retail license relative to which it has re- 
ceived: * * * (b) * * * objections in writing by not 
less than three persons residing within said city, vil- 
lage, or county, as the case may be, protesting the 
issuance of the license * * *.’’ § 53-133, R. S. Supp., 
1978. However, upon such hearing, the protests to 
be effective must be of some substance. Here, 
stripped of form, they were all authored and signed 
by citizens involved in the liquor business, competi- 
tors if you will, who simply didn’t want any compe- 
tition. The claim that there were too many licenses 
in Columbus has a hollow ring to it because this was 
a replacement, not an addition. Also, neither the 
Legislature nor the Commission has ever estab- 
lished any definitive policy relating to population-li- 
cense ratios such as was done by the city of Lincoln 
in its recommendation to the Commission and ap- 
proved by this court in Allen v. Nebraska Liquor 
Control Commission, 179 Neb. 767, 140 N. W. 2d 413 
(1966): ‘‘Upon the foregoing reasoning the court 
concluded: ‘Such discretion (of the licensing board) 
extends to limiting the number of licenses which it 
will issue for the sale of liquors within the city, as 
well as the number that will be granted for any par- 
ticular locality.’ ’’ However, the Commission did 
not in its findings embrace protestants’ ratio theory 
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which was condemned in J K & J, Inc. v. Nebraska 
Liquor Control Commission, 194 Neb. 413, 231 N. W. 
2d 694 (1975). ‘‘It seems clear that if such a policy 
{limiting licenses by population] had been earlier 
determined and announced, the burden would, under 
the doctrine of Allen v. Nebraska Liquor Control 
Commission, supra, have been upon the applicant to 
show that it was arbitrary and unreasonable.’’ (Em- 
phasis supplied.) There had been no such ‘‘earlier 
determination’”’ in this case. 

The next reason given by the Commission for its 
order related to the finding that no other grocery 
stores in Columbus have a license except one which 
was outside the city limits. All policy decisions 
aside, with the record showing 58 licenses possessed 
by grocery stores throughout the state, it is difficult 
to perceive the nature of plaintiff's present business 
as furnishing any basis for the license denial. This 
is especially true when one considers that except for 
the fact of some apparent gerrymandering there is a 
grocery so licensed in Columbus. 

The final reason given by the Commission was 
that there are 38 package licenses in Columbus, 
therefore there was no need for this license. This is 
suggestive of a requirement that there be a showing 
of public convenience and necessity such as is neces- - 
sary to obtain permits and licenses in the public util- 
ity and service area. Nowhere in the statutes relat- 
ing to the liquor laws is there any such requirement. 
As stated in Hadlock v. Nebraska Liquor Control 
Commission, supra: ‘In an administrative hearing 
on an application for a retail liquor license not re- 
quired by subsection (1) of section 53-133, R. R. S. 
1943, where the evidence fails to establish any valid 
grounds for denial of the application, the provisions 
of section 53-132(1), R. R. S. 1943, require the Ne- 
braska Liquor Control Commission to cause a li- 
cense to be issued in the manner provided by law as 
a matter of course.’’ Absence of need alone is not a 
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sufficient reason to deny an otherwise proper appli- 
cation for a liquor license. 

Intervenors’ last assignment of error states that 
the District Court failed to find the plaintiff, if 
granted the license, would not operate from the 
premises described in its application, contrary to 
- the holding of this court in O’Connor v. Nebraska 
Liquor Control Commission, 191 Neb. 436, 215 N. W. 
2d 635 (1974). However, that was a case involving a 
suspension of a _ licensee who had _ permitted 
gambling on the premises, stored liquor in a place 
other than indicated on his license, and who had 
failed to show a basement on the diagram of his 
original application upon which his license had been 
issued. This is a much different case. Plaintiff 
here was forced to change its building plans because 
of a refusal of the landlord to go along with the 
original plans. This fact was brought to the atten- 
tion of the Commission as soon as it was known and 
presented as an amendment to the application at the 
time of the hearing. There is no claim of bad faith 
and certainly this is not the type of failure to ‘‘sub- 
mit a truthful application’’ mentioned in O’Connor v. 
Nebraska Liquor Control Commission, supra. 

From an examination of all the evidence there 
does not appear to be any valid reason for the Com- 
mission denying this application, and its action is 
therefore arbitrary and unreasonable. The judg- 
ment of the District Court was correct and is affirmed. 

AFFIRMED. 


Mary M. SWILER, APPELLEE, V. BAKER’S SUPER 
MaRKET, INC., APPELLANT. 
277 N. W. 2d 697 


Filed April 24, 1979. No. 42141. 


1. Trial: Evidence: Negligence. In determining the question of 
whether the evidence is sufficient to submit the issues of negli- 
gence and contributory negligence to the jury, a party is entitled 
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to have all conflicts in the evidence resolved in her favor and the 
benefit of every reasonable inference that may be deduced from 
the evidence, and if reasonable minds might draw different con- 
clusions from a set of facts thus resolved in favor of a party, the 
issues of negligence and contributory negligence are for the jury. 

2. : . Negligence is a question of fact and may 
be proven by circumstantial evidence and physical facts. How- 
ever, the law requires that the facts and circumstances proved, 
together with the inferences that may properly be drawn there- 
from, indicate with a reasonable certainty the negligent act 
charged. 

3. Juries: Instructions: Evidence: Pleadings. A litigant is enti- 
tled to have the jury instructed only on those theories of the case 
which are presented by the pleadings and which are supported by 
competent evidence. 

4. Negligence: Evidence. Upon the issue of negligence or contribu- 
tory negligence, evidence of the ordinary practice or of the uniform 
custom, if any, of persons in the performance under similar cir- 
cumstances of acts like those which are alleged to have been done 
negligently is generally competent evidence. 


Appeal from the District Court for Douglas County: 
THEODORE L. Ricuuinc, Judge. Affirmed. 


Ronald H. Stave and Lee H. Hamann of the Law 
Offices of Emil F. Sodoro, P.C., for appellant. 


Michael J. Mooney and Michael McCormack of 
McCormack, Cooney & Mooney, for appellee. 


Heard before Krivosua, C. J., McCown, CLINTON, 
and BRopDkKEy, JJ., and Irons, District Judge. 


Trons, District Judge. 

This is an action to recover damages for personal 
injuries sustained by plaintiff on March 15, 1976, 
when she tripped upon a floor mat and fell in the de- 
fendant’s store while there to make a purchase. 
The jury returned a verdict for the plaintiff in the 
amount of $45,000. The defendant appeals. 

The principal issues raised in this appeal are: (1) 
Was the evidence sufficient to submit the case to the 
jury; (2) did the instructions contain specifications 
of negligence not supported by the evidence; (3) 
did the court err in allowing testimony of the past 
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practice of the defendant relative to taping or secur- 
ing the mat to the floor; and (4) was an instruction 
which permitted the jury to consider loss of enjoy- 
ment of life in determining damages erroneous in 
that it allowed duplication of elements of damage? 

The evidence shows that plaintiff entered the store 
at one of two main entrances controlled by auto- 
matic door opening devices which operate when 
pressure is exerted by stepping on a rubber mat in 
front of the door. Immediately inside the door was 
another mat or carpet which had been placed upon 
the floor of the store to keep the floor from becoming 
wet and slippery because of the wet and rainy condi- 
tions on that particular day. Evidence also shows 
the defendant had used this procedure on wet and 
rainy days previous to plaintiff’s fall, that it was de- 
fendant’s usual practice to tape this mat to the floor 
to keep it from slipping, and that defendant had not 
done so on the day of plaintiff’s fall. Plaintiff testi- 
fied she tripped over this mat upon entering the 
store and that she had not noticed anything unusual 
about the mat until after her fall when she saw the 
bunching or bulging of the end of the mat just inside 
the door. Other witnesses testified as to the condi- 
tion of the mat after plaintiff's fall. There was other 
testimony that the mat had a tendency to slide if not 
fastened. It could be inferred that the bulge in this 
instance was caused by the movement of the mat 
against the post of the rails at the doors. 

The plaintiff sustained serious injury requiring 
medical care, hospitalization, and permanent injury 
with undisputed special damage of approximately 
$15,000. Plaintiff was 75 years of age on the date of 
the fall and 77 at the time of trial. We affirm. 

We conclude that from all the evidence adduced 
by the plaintiff, including defendant’s employees, 
that a prima facie case was made by the plaintiff 
and that this then became a matter for the jury to 
determine. In determining the question of whether 
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the evidence is sufficient to submit the issues of neg- 
ligence and contributory negligence to the jury, a 
party is entitled to have all conflicts in the evidence 
resolved in her favor and the benefit of every rea- 
sonable inference that may be deduced from the evi- 
dence, and if reasonable minds might draw different 
conclusions from a set of facts thus resolved in favor 
of a party, the issues of negligence and contributory 
negligence are for the jury. Pearson v. Richard, 201 
Neb. 621, 271 N. W. 2d 326. This court said in the 
Pearson case that: ‘‘Negligence is a question of 
fact and may be proven by circumstantial evidence 
and physical facts.’ 

A litigant is entitled to have the jury instructed 
only upon those theories of the case which are pre- 
sented by the pleadings and which are supported by 
competent evidence. Vistron Corp. v. Scoular- 
Bishop Grain Co., 194 Neb. 696, 234 N. W. 2d 906. 
Again, the record clearly shows that sufficient evi- 
dence appears to instruct the jury, in the court’s in- 
struction No. 2, on all elements pleaded by the plain- 
tiff. The court further cautioned the jury in instruc- 
tion No. 5 that both the plaintiff and defendant’s 
pleadings were merely their statements and conten- 
tions and were not to be considered by the jury as 
evidence. 

The trial court allowed the plaintiff to introduce 
evidence, over the defendant’s objection, relative to 

‘the defendant’s past practice of taping or securing 
the mat in question to the floor in order to prevent 
bulging. 

In Wilbur v. Schweitzer Excavating Co., 181 Neb. 
317, 148 N. W. 2d 192, the court said that: ‘‘Upon the 
issue of negligence or contributory negligence, evi- 
dence of the ordinary practice or of the uniform cus- 
tom, if any, of persons in the performance under 
similar circumstances of acts like those which are 
alleged to have been done negligently is generally 
competent evidence.”’ 
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The defendant contends the court erred, in includ- 
ing as a part of its general instruction on damages 
for personal injury, a statement that the jury could 
“take into consideration’’ the ‘‘loss of enjoyment of 
life experienced and reasonably certain to be exper- 
ienced in the future.’’ The argument is that this 
part of the instruction represents a duplication of the 
elements of permanent disability and of pain and 
suffering, and thus the jury was permitted to award 
double damages for the same loss. There was evi- 
dence introduced to support the plaintiff’s dimin- 
ished capacity to enjoy life with respect to activities 
formerly enjoyed, deprivations of pleasure, and in- 
convenience. 

The defendant points out the Nebraska pattern 
jury instructions relative to damages for personal 
enjoyment include no instruction related to loss of 
enjoyment of life and that no precedent of this court 
authorizes such an instruction. It cites and relies 
upon Winter v. Pennsylvania R. R. Co., 45 Del. 108, 
68 A. 2d 513; and Indianapolis St. R. Co. v. Ray, 167 
Ind. 236, 78 N. E. 978. A majority of courts, how- 
ever, have approved inclusion of loss of enjoyment 
of life as a consideration that may be instructed 
upon in a proper case and be considered by the jury 
in determining the amount of damages suffered by 
the plaintiff because of personal injury for which the 
defendant is liable. See the cases cited at 15 A. L. 
R. 3d 514, and Powell v. Hegney, 239 So. 2d 599 (Fla. 
App., 1970); Pierce v. New York Central Railroad 
Company, 409 F’. 2d 1392 (6th Cir., 1969); and Hild- 
yard v. Western Fasteners, Inc., 522 P. 2d 596 (Colo. 
App., 1974). 

Loss of enjoyment of life may, in a particular case, 
flow from a disability and be simply a part thereof, 
and where the evidence supports it, may be argued 
to the jury. A separate instruction therein may be 
redundant. We do not recommend such an instruc- 
tion be given, but find that under the facts of this 
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particular case, where there is evidence from which 
the jury could find the injuries and resulting disabil- 
ity did cause loss of enjoyment of life, there was no 
error in giving the instruction, and we do not believe 
the jury was in any way misled. 
The judgment of the District Court is affirmed. 
, AFFIRMED. 


S & T MOTORS ET AL., APPELLANTS, V. GENERAL 
MOTORS CORPORATION, APPELLEE. 
277 N. W. 2d 701 


Filed April 24, 1979. No. 42159. 


1. Motor Vehicles: Franchises. The Motor Vehicle Industry Li- 
censing Act regulates and restricts the termination of dealer fran- 
chises and creates rights in franchisees which would not exist in- 
dependent of the statute. 

2. Motor Vehicles: Franchises: Statutes. Under section 60-1429(2), 
R. R. S. 1943, change of ownership of a franchisee’s dealership is 
not good cause for termination of the franchise unless the fran- 
chisor proves that the change of ownership will be substantially 
detrimental to the distribution of franchisor’s motor vehicle in the 
community. 

3. Motor Vehicles: Franchises: Statutes: Licenses and Permits. 
Under section 60-1430, R. R. S. 1943, in the event of the sale or 
transfer of ownership of the franchisee’s dealership by sale or 
transfer of the business, the franchisor shall give effect to such 
change in the franchise unless the transfer of the franchisee’s li- 
cense under the act is denied or the new owner is unable to obtain a 
license. 

4. Motor Vehicles: Franchises: Words and Phrases. The essential 
concept involved in the term dealership, as used in the Motor Vehicle 
Industry Licensing Act, is the ‘‘business’’ of the dealer. 

5. Motor Vehicles: Franchises. The real estate on which the busi- 
ness is operated is not necessarily an integral part of a dealership. 

6. Motor Vehicles: Franchises: Statutes. The term ‘‘motor ve- 
hicle’’ as used in section 60-1429(2), R. R. S. 1943, refers to the 
motor vehicles covered by the franchise and does not refer to all of 
the motor vehicles which a franchisor may distribute through var- 
ious divisions and separate franchises. 


Appeal from the District Court for Lancaster 
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County: Date E. FAHRNBRUCH, Judge. Reversed 
and remanded with directions. 


Raymond, Olsen & Coll and Knudsen, Berkheimer, 
Endacott & Beam and Wright & Simmons, for appel- 
lants. 


Stephen H. Nelsen of Cline, Williams, Wright, 
Johnson & Oldfather and Otis M. Smith and Law- 
rence R. Sessoms, for appellee. 


Heard before BOSLAUGH, BRODKEY, CLINTON, and 
HastTincs, JJ., and Hickman, District Judge. 


BOSLAUGH, J. 

This is an appeal from an order of the District 
Court affirming an order of the Nebraska Motor Ve- 
hicle Industry Licensing Board granting the applica- 
tion of the defendant, General Motors Corporation, 
to terminate the franchise of the plaintiff, S & T 
Motors. 

S & T Motors is a partnership that has been an 
Oldsmobile dealer in Scottsbluff, Nebraska, for the 
last 27 years. On May 4, 1977, an explosion and fire 
partially destroyed the building in which S & T 
Motors had been operating the business. For sev- 
eral days after the fire S & T Motors attempted to 
operate the business from the used car lot. This 
proved to be unsatisfactory, and on May 10, 1977, S & 
T Motors entered into a contract with Kizzier Chev- 
rolet Company, Inc., the other plaintiff, for a sale of 
the assets of S & T Motors, except the real estate, to 
Kizzier Chevrolet Company, Inc. 

On May 11, 1977, Robert R. Slie, the managing 
partner of S & T Motors, and Dwayne Kizzier, the 
owner of Kizzier Chevrolet Company, Inc., went to 
Denver, Colorado, to discuss the contract with 
Charles J. Bretz, the Denver zone manager for Olds- 
mobile. Bretz was not pleased with the contract be- 
tween S & T Motors and Kizzier and stated that the 
Buick dealer in Scottsbluff, Dalton Buick, had made 
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an application for the Oldsmobile franchise in Scotts- 
bluff. 

General Motors Corporation refused to approve 
any transfer of the Oldsmobile franchise from 8 & T 
Motors to Kizzier Chevrolet Company, Inc., and on 
August 22, 1977, filed an application with the Ne- 
braska Motor Vehicle Industry Licensing Board for 
permission to terminate the dealer agreement or 
franchise of S & T Motors. 

The application alleged that General Motors was 
entitled to terminate the franchise of S & T Motors 
because S & T Motors had violated its dealer’s 
agreement by failing to maintain dealership opera- 
tions open for business for more than 7 consecutive 
business days, since May 4, 1977; that S & T Motors 
had not had an established place of business since 
May 4, 1977; that S & T Motors had attempted to 
conduct partial dealership operations at the Kizzier 
garage; that S & T Motors had enteréd into a sale 
agreement with Kizzier without Oldsmobile ap- 
proval; and that S & T Motors had entered into a 
contract for the sale of the principal assets required 
by it for its dealership operations. 

S & T Motors filed a protest alleging that it had 
entered into the contract for sale of its dealership 
and business to Kizzier within 7 business days of the 
explosion on May 4, 1977, and that the dealer’s 
agreement was subject to section 60-1430, R. R. S. 
1943, which required General Motors to give effect to 
the sale to Kizzier unless the change of ownership 
would be substantially detrimental to the distribu- 
tion of the franchisor’s motor vehicle. 

After an evidentiary hearing the board found there 
had been no transfer of a dealership from S & T 
Motors to Kizzier; that it would be substantially det- 
rimental to the distribution of the franchisor’s 
motor vehicle in the community if General Motors 
were required to grant an Oldsmobile franchise to 
Kizzier; and that the application for permission to 
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terminate the franchise of S & T Motors should be 
granted. 

From the order of the board granting the applica- 
tion, S & T Motors and Kizzier appealed to the Dis- 
trict Court where the order was affirmed. S & T 
Motors and Kizzier have now appealed to this court. 

The case turns on the question of whether the sale 
from 8 & T Motors to Kizzier was binding upon Gen- 
eral Motors. In the absence of any statute the rights 
of S & T Motors would be limited by its agreement 
with General Motors. S & T Motors relies upon pro- 
visions of the Motor Vehicle Industry Licensing Act, 
sections 60-1401.01 to 60-1435, R. R. S. 1948, which 
regulates and restricts the granting and termination 
of dealer franchises. There is no issue in this case 
concerning the validity of any provision of the act. 

Section 60-1429, R. R. S. 1943, provides in part as 
follows: ‘‘Notwithstanding the terms, provisions or 
conditions of any agreement or franchise, the follow- 
ing shall not constitute good cause for the termina- 
tion or noncontinuation of a franchise, or for enter- 
ing into a franchise for the establishment of an addi- 
tional dealership in a community for the same line- 
make: * * * (2) The change of ownership of the fran- 
chisee’s dealership or the change of executive man- 
agement of the franchisee’s dealership, unless the 
franchisor, having the burden of proof, proves that 
such change of ownership or executive management 
will be substantially detrimental to the distribution 
of franchisor’s motor vehicle, combination motor 
vehicle and trailer, motorcycle, or trailer products 
in the community; or * * *.”’ 

Section 60-1430, R. R. S. 1943, provides: ‘‘Notwith- 
standing the terms, provisions or conditions or [sic] 
any agreement or franchise, subject to the provi- 
sions of subdivision (2) of section 60-1429, in the 
event of the sale or transfer of ownership of the fran- 
chisee’s dealership by sale or transfer of the busi- 
ness or by stock transfer or in the event of change in 
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the executive management of the franchisee’s 
dealership the franchisor shall give effect to such a 
change in the franchise unless the transfer of the 
franchisee’s license under this act is denied or the 
new owner is unable to obtain a license under this 
act as the case may be.”’ 

These sections create rights in franchisees which 
would not exist independent of the statute. Under 
section 60-1429(2), R. R. S. 1948, change of ownership 
of a franchisee’s dealership is not good cause for ter- 
mination of the franchise unless the franchisor 
proves that the change of ownership will be sub- 
stantially detrimental to the distribution of franchi- 
sor’s motor vehicle in the community. And, under 
section 60-1430, R. R. S. 19438, in the event of the sale 
or transfer of ownership of the franchisee’s dealer- 
ship by sale or transfer of the business, the fran- 
chisor shall give effect to such change in the fran- 
chise unless the transfer of the franchisee’s license 
under the act is denied or the new owner is unable to 
obtain a license. 

It is apparent from the record that sections 60- 
1429(2) and 60-1430, R. R. S. 1948, are directly appli- 
cable to the transaction between S & T Motors and 
Kizzier in this case. Unless some condition of the 
statute has not been satisfied, General Motors is 
bound to recognize and honor the sale of the Oldsmo- 
bile dealership from S & T Motors to Kizzier. 

General Motors makes two main contentions in 
support of the order granting its application for per- 
mission to terminate the franchise of S & T Motors. 
General Motors argues that there was no transfer 
of a dealership, and that a transfer of the franchise 
would be substantially detrimental to the distribu- 
tion of its motor vehicles in the community. 

The first contention is based largely on the fact 
that there was no transfer of real estate between S & 
T Motors and Kizzier. ‘‘Dealership’’ is not defined 
in the statute and there is no basis on which to say 
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that the real estate on which the business is operated 
is necessarily an integral part of a dealership. 

Webster’s New Collegiate Dictionary (1973) de- 
fines dealership as ‘‘an authorized sales agency.”’ 
The World Book Dictionary (1976) defines dealer- 
ship as ‘‘the business, franchise, or territory of a 
dealer.’’ We think the essential concept involved in 
the term dealership is the ‘‘business’’ of the dealer. 
This would include the personal property used in the 
operation of the business and the franchise. Real 
estate might or might not be properly included. 
Here, the real estate could no longer be used for the 
operation of the business so there was a logical basis 
for it not to be included as a part of the dealership. 
There was nothing unique about the real estate that 
would prevent the business from being operated suc- 
cessfully at any other suitable location. 

The contract between S & T Motors and Kizzier 
Chevrolet Company, Inc., provided for the sale of 
the usable assets of the franchisee. This was suffi- 
cient to constitute a sale of the dealership or busi- 
ness. The fact that property damaged in the fire 
was not included in the sale was not controlling. 

Under section 60-1429(2), R. R. S. 1943, the burden 
was on General Motors to prove that the change of 
ownership from S & T Motors to Kizzier would be 
substantially detrimental to the distribution of its 
motor vehicle in Scottsbluff, Nebraska. The evi- 
dence in regard to this issue shows that there are 
more than 70 Chevrolet-Oldsmobile dealerships in 
the Denver zone. Kizzier has been a satisfactory 
dealer and has adequate facilities to handle the 
Oldsmobile business in addition to his Chevrolet 
dealership. The defendant’s witnesses testified they 
anticipated there would be as many Oldsmobile 
automobiles sold by Kizzier, if the franchise were 
granted to Kizzier, as had been sold by S & T Motors, 
and there would be no reduction in the number of 
Chevrolet automobiles sold by Kizzier. 
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There was evidence that the Buick dealer in Scotts- 
bluff was in a borderline profit situation and it was 
necessary that he acquire additional sales oppor- 
tunities if ‘‘a viable Buick operation’’ was to con- 
tinue in the area. There had been no plan by Gen- 
eral Motors to create a dual dealership with Buick in 
Scottsbluff prior to May 4, 1977, but when the S & T 
Motors Oldsmobile franchise became available, 
General Motors decided it should be awarded to Dal- 
ton Buick rather than transferred to Kizzier. 

On rebuttal Dwayne Kizzier testified that his profit 
situation had been satisfactory due only to the 
mobile home business that he operated in connection 
with the Chevrolet dealership. Since January 1977, 
Kizzier had been looking for another automobile line 
to add to his Chevrolet dealership. An additional 
automobile line was necessary because the _ in-. 
crease in fixed costs and overhead had made the 
automobile portion of the business unprofitable with 
only the Chevrolet line available. 

The evidence will support a finding that there 
would be some benefit to the Buick dealer if he were 
allowed to obtain the Oldsmobile franchise. If the 
Buick dealer were denied the Oldsmobile franchise 
because the Oldsmobile dealership had been sold to 
Kizzier by S & T Motors, there might be some detri- 
ment to General Motors because the Buick dealer 
might then be forced out of business because of the 
inability to survive economically with the sales op- 
portunity provided by the Buick line alone. The 
same might be said of Kizzier if he is limited to only 
the Chevrolet franchise. 

Section 60-1429(2), R. R. S. 1943, requires proof 
that the change in ownership will be substantially 
detrimental to the distribution of franchisor’s motor 
vehicle. We think the statute refers to the motor 
vehicles covered by the franchise and does not refer 
to all of the motor vehicles which a franchisor may 
distribute through various divisions and separate 
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franchises. Under this interpretation of the statute, 
the evidence was not sufficient to establish the sub- 
stantial detriment requirement set out in section 60- 
1429(2), R. R. 8. 1943. 

In the absence of evidence that Kizzier would not 
be able to operate the Oldsmobile franchise success- 
fully, and that the distribution of Oldsmobile auto- 
mobiles in the community would be adversely af- 
fected, General Motors did not satisfy its burden of 
proof. 

The judgment of the District Court is reversed and 
the cause remanded with directions to enter a judg- 
ment in conformity with this opinion. 

REVERSED AND REMANDED WITH DIRECTIONS. 


STATE oF NEBRASKA, APPELLEE, V. DONALD D. HERZOG, 
APPELLANT. 
277 N. W. 2d 705 


Filed April 24, 1979. No. 42221. 


Criminal Law: Presentence Reports: Probation and Parole. Whether 
successive presentence investigations are necessary before the 
revocation of an order of probation is entered rests in the sound 
discretion of the sentencing judge. 


Appeal from the District Court for Hall County: 
DONALD H. WEAVER, Judge. Affirmed. 


Duane A. Burns of Mayer, Burns & Mayer, for ap- 
pellant. 


Paul L. Douglas, Attorney General, and Lynne 
Rae Fritz, for appellee. 


Heard before Krivosua, C. J., BOSLAUGH, McCown, 
CLINTON, BRODKEY, WHITE, and HASTINGs, JJ. 


WHITE, J. 

This is an appeal from an order revoking proba- 
tion. The defendant was placed on 3 years proba- 
tion on November 3, 1975, after a plea of guilty toa 
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charge of breaking and entering an automobile. At 
both the arraignment and the hearing on revocation 
of probation, the charge involved the excessive use 
of alcohol. As part of the defendant’s order of pro- 
bation, he was ordered to undergo psychiatric treat- 
ment and he did so. At a hearing on June 22, 1978, 
the defendant admitted violation of the conditions of 
probation, to wit: The operation of a motor vehicle 
while under the influence of intoxicating liquor. The 
defendant further admitted that he had violated the 
terms and conditions of probation on a number of oc- 
casions and that he had been engaged in drinking al- 
coholic beverages for at least 1 year prior to the date 
of hearing. The trial court took evidence offered by 
the defendant with respect to his work record and 
his efforts at obtaining an education, but neverthe- 
less found that the violations merited a sentence in 
the penal complex. The sole and only error claimed 
is the failure of the trial court to order a new pre- 
sentence investigation in view of the fact that 2 
years 7 months had passed from the time of the plea 
of guilty to the hearing on the revocation. We af- 
firm. 

The defendant at the revocation hearing freely ad- 
mitted his violation of probation and was extended 
an opportunity to present extended evidence as to 
extenuating circumstances and the efforts of re- 
habilitation. The trial court took into considera- 
tion the fact that the incident of which the defendant 
pled guilty was one of a number of incidents involv- 
ing drinking and driving and another incident involv- 
ing the malicious destruction of property by fire- 
arm. At the motion for new trial, the defendant of- 
fered by affidavit the testimony of a physician to the 
effect that the defendant would suffer physical and 
mental hardship if he were confined in the penal 
complex. All other evidence favorable to the defend- 
ant was presumably introduced at the probation 
hearing. ‘‘It is to be noted that section 29-2261, R. R. 
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S. 1943, does not by its literal terms require a mul- 
tiple presentence investigation in situations such as 
is before us. * * * [W]hether successive presentence 
investigations are necessary before the revocation of 
‘an order of probation is entered rests in the sound 
discretion of the sentencing judge.’’ State v. Snider, 
197 Neb. 317, 248 N. W. 2d 342. We note that as in 
State v. Stroud, 200 Neb. 27, 261 N. W. 2d 777, the 
facts of the case were presented and the violation of 
probation was apparent. We find no abuse of discre- 
tion by the trial judge. 

The judgment and sentence of the trial court are 
affirmed. 

AFFIRMED, 


STATE OF NEBRASKA, APPELLEE, V. MONTE R. Meapows, 
APPELLANT. 
277 N. W. 2d 707 


Filed April 24, 1979. No. 42252. 


1. Criminal Law: Evidence. A person charged with a crime may 
be convicted on circumstantial evidence only. 

2. Criminal Law: Trial: Evidence: Verdicts. A court will not in- 
terfere on appeal with the conviction based upon evidence unless 
it is so lacking in probative force that the court can say as a mat- 
ter of law that it is insufficient to support a verdict of guilt beyond 
a reasonable doubt. 


Appeal from the District Court, for Douglas County; 
JouN T. GRaAntT, Judge. Affirmed. 


Thomas M. Kenney, Douglas County Public Defen- 
der, and Stanley A. Krieger, for appellant. 


Paul L. Douglas, Attorney General, and Harold 
Mosher, for appellee. 


Heard before KrivosuHa, C. J., BoSsLauGH, McCown, 
CLINTON, BRODKEY, WHITE, and HAaAsTINGS, JJ. 


KRIvVoSsHA, C. J. 
This is an appeal from a jury’s verdict finding de- 
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fendant guilty of the crime of burglary. Defendant 
assigns as error the trial court’s refusal to direct a 
verdict in favor of defendant maintaining that the 
evidence was insufficient as a matter of law to prove 
the essential elements of the crime of burglary. We 
have reviewed the record and are of the opinion that 
the evidence was sufficient to permit the jury to 
render a verdict of guilt. The trial court was cor- 
rect in denying the motion for a directed verdict. 
We therefore affirm. 

Defendant was charged with having participated 
in the burglary of a Texaco service station late in 
the evening of May 28, 1975. Just before 1 a.m., on 
May 29, 1975, Deputy Sheriff Richard Lubash, a 
member of the Douglas County sheriff’s department, 
observed a 1970 green Dodge Charger traveling 
westward on Maple Street near its intersection with 
108th Street. Deputy Lubash recalled having seen 
the car earlier in the evening when it had been 
stopped by Deputy Sheriff Robert J. Tramp. Dep- 
uty Lubash then saw the car turn around at the 
intersection of 112th Street and Maple and proceed 
east on Maple. Deputy Lubash positioned his car in 
a parking area near the Texaco station and watched 
the defendant’s car turn north on 108th Street. Vis- 
ual contact with the car was lost for a few minutes. 
The car was then spotted by Deputy Lubash backed 
up to a secluded section on the north side of the gas 
station. Lubash approached the car, asked defen- 
dant and his companion to step out, and then saw 
what appeared to be a battery charger and other 
items stacked alongside the building. It was then 
determined that a bay door window on the south side 
of the station had been broken, and that a number of 
items belonging to the station had been stacked out- 
side the station in the area of the broken window. In 
addition, certain items from the station were found 
on the north side of the building next to defendant’s 
car. Three Texaco road atlases of the type sold by 
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the station were found near the car. In addition, 
three Zippo tape measures of the type sold by the 
station were found in the possession of defendant 
and his companion. Further, paper towels were 
- found in the service station that matched paper 
towels found in the defendant’s car. 

Defendant denied having anything to do with the 
burglary. In May of 1975 defendant was working for 
a Mr. Kenny Trout, doing basement waterproofing. 
Defendant maintained that he was in the area of the 
service station because he was trying to reach Mr. 
Trout, who resided in the adjacent apartment com- 
plex, to find out about leaving early for a job at Nor- 
folk, Nebraska, the next day. Defendant further 
maintained he did not go home when he could not 
find Mr. Trout, because he was having family prob- 
lems, and he just parked the car at the gas station to 
sleep. Defendant was arrested by Deputy Lubash, 
taken into custody, and ultimately charged with the 
burglary. 

The evidence in this case was largely circumstan- 
tial. That does not, however, prevent a jury from 
finding a defendant guilty. A person charged with a. 
crime may be convicted on circumstantial evidence 
only. State v. Ohler, 178 Neb. 596, 134 N. W. 2d 265. 
It is the province of the jury to determine the cir- 
cumstances surrounding, and which shed light upon, 
the alleged crime; and if, assuming as proved the 
facts which the evidence tends to establish, they can 
be accounted for upon no rational theory which does 
not include the guilt of the accused, the proof cannot, 
as a matter of law, be said to have failed. State v. 
Williams, 183 Neb. 257, 159 N. W. 2d 549. In jury 
cases the jurors are the judges of the credibility of 
the witnesses and of the weight to be given their tes- 
timony and, within their province, they have the 
right to credit or reject the whole or any part of the 
testimony of a witness in the exercise of their judg- 
ment. State v. French, 195 Neb. 88, 236 N. W. 2d 832. 
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After a jury has considered the evidence in the light 
of the foregoing rules and returned a verdict of guilt, 
the verdict on appeal may not, as a matter of law, 
be set aside for insufficiency of the evidence if the 
evidence sustains some rational theory of guilt. State 
v. Eickmeier, 187 Neb. 491, 191 N. W. 2d 815. It is 
not the province of this court to resolve conflicts in 
the evidence, to determine plausibility or reason- 
ableness of explanations, or to weigh the evidence. 
When there is substantial evidence sustaining the 
jury’s finding it will not be set aside. State v. Kelly, 
193 Neb. 494, 227 N. W. 2d 848. <A court will not inter- 
fere on appeal with the conviction based upon evi- 
dence unless it is so lacking in probative force that 
the court can say as a matter of law that it is insuffi- 
cient to support a verdict of guilt beyond a reason- 
able doubt. State v. Olson, 200 Neb. 341, 263 N. W. 
2d 485. 

A review of the evidence viewed most favorable to 
the State discloses that there was sufficient evidence 
to submit the case to the jury and sufficient evidence 
upon which they could return a verdict of guilt. 
There is no question but that a burglary occurred at 
the Texaco station. After the deputy arrested the 
defendant, the deputy seized three Zippo tape 
measures from the pants pocket of defendant’s com- 
panion. The owner of the Texaco station testified 
that his station sold Zippo tapes of an identical type 
both in size and shape as those which were taken 
from the defendant’s companion. The owner further 
testified that there was no difference whatsoever be- 
tween the tapes in the possession of the defendant’s 
companion and those which he sold. The owner of 
the station further testified that two or three of his 
tapes were missing from his display at the station. 
These particular tapes were ordered from a catalog 
and the owner knew of no other station in the area 
which sold them. 

Deputy Lubash also found four Texaco road atlases 
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alongside the defendant’s car. The owner of the sta- 
tion testified as to where they were found and that 
they were of the type sold by his station. Upon fur- 
ther investigation the sheriff's office found a number 
of paper towels scattered throughout the bay area of 
the station. The owner of the station testified that 
these towels were not of the type he used in his sta- 
tion and that they were not in the station when he 
closed earlier in the evening. However, a roll of 
paper towels of the same type as those found scat- 
tered in the station were also found in defendant’s 
car. The investigation further showed that there 
was wet mud inside of the station after the burglary. 
The defendant’s companion was found to have 
muddy boots at the time of his arrest. 

In light of all of this evidence we cannot say that 
as a matter of law there was a total want of proof to 
support a material allegation of the information or 
that the testimony was of so weak or doubtful a 
character that a conviction based thereon could not 
be sustained. In the absence of our being able to 
make such a statement a directed verdict of not 
guilty would not have been justified. See State v. 
Edmonds, 182 Neb. 140, 153 N. W. 2d 364. The jury, 
being the trier of the facts, found the defendant 
guilty. We cannot say they were in error. The 
judgment is affirmed. 

AFFIRMED. 


IN RE INTERESTS OF ROBERT NORWOOD, JR., ET AL., 
CHILDREN UNDER EIGHTEEN YEARS OF AGE. 
STATE oF NEBRASKA, APPELLEE, V. ROBERT NoRWOOD 
ET AL., APPELLANTS. 

277 N. W. 24 709 


Filed April 24, 1979. No. 42268. 


1. Judicial Notice. A court must take judicial notice of its own rec- 
ords in the case under consideration. 
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2. Statutes: Parent and Child: Mental Health. Under the provi- 
sions of section 43-209(5), R. R. S. 1943, parental rights may be 
terminated where parents are unable to discharge parental re- 
sponsibilities because of mental illness or mental deficiency, and 
there are reasonable grounds to believe that such conditions will 
exist for a prolonged, indeterminate period. 


Appeal from the Separate Juvenile Court for 
Douglas County: JosEPH W. Moy Lan, Judge. Af- 
firmed. 


Michael A. Fortune of Erickson, Sederstrom, 
Leigh, Johnson, Koukol & Fortune, P.C., for appel- 
lants. 


Donald L. Knowles, Douglas County Attorney, and 
Francis T. Belsky, for appellee. 


Heard before BoSLAUGH, CLINTON, BRODKEY, and 
HastTIncs, JJ., and Hickman, District Judge. 


CLINTON, J. 

This is an appeal from an order of the Separate 
Juvenile Court of Douglas County, Nebraska, made 
on June 16, 1978, under the provisions of section 43- 
209, R. R. 8. 1943, terminating the parental rights of 
Robert Norwood and Violet Norwood as to the four 
youngest of their five male children. The parents 
have appealed to this court from that order and as- 
sign the following errors: (1) The evidence is insuf- 
ficient to justify an order terminating parental 
rights. (2) The court erred in taking judicial notice 
of its own prior proceedings in this case and the evi- 
dence adduced in previous hearings. (3) The juven- 
ile court erred insofar as its findings were based 
upon the mental condition of the parents since no 
evidence was presented at the termination hearings 
of the mental condition of the mother. 

These proceedings commenced with the filing of a 
petition in the juvenile court on April 12, 1973. An 
amended petition was filed on August 1, 1973. The 
prayer of the petition was that the parental rights be 
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terminated on the grounds the children were ne- 
glected and dependent within the meaning of section 
43-201, R. R. S. 1943, and the parents were unable to 
discharge their parental responsibilities as required 
by section 43-209, R. R. 8S. 1948. After hearings, var- 
ious orders were entered by the court, including or- 
ders finding the children were neglected and depend- 
ent, and the parents were unable to fill their pa- 
rental responsibilities. The culmination was an 
order of March 20, 1974, placing the children in the 
custody of the Douglas County social services and 
reserving for future determination the question of 
termination of parental rights. The parents ap- 
pealed from that order to this court and we affirm 
the judgment of the juvenile court. State v. Nor- 
wood, 194 Neb. 595, 234 N. W. 2d 601. 

Following that affirmance, the juvenile court 
placed custody of the children in the Nebraska De- 
partment of Public Welfare and the four boys here 
involved were placed in foster homes, two being 
placed together and the other two separately. Visi- 
tation rights under the supervision of the Depart- 
ment of Welfare were granted to the parents. 

Thereafter a motion was made by the State to ter- 
minate parental rights, appropriate notice was given 
the parents, and hearings were held. Throughout all 
the proceedings, including those resulting in the or- 
der of March 20, 1974, the children were represented 
by a guardian ad litem and appointed legal counsel, 
and the parents were represented by a guardian ad 
litem and appointed legal counsel. 

During the course of the hearings on termination, 
the juvenile court indicated it would take judicial no- 
tice of its prior proceedings and orders and its own 
prior findings. To this the counsel for the parents 
objected. 

At the time of the termination hearings the ages of 
the four children were 12, 10, 9, and 7. We see no 
useful purpose in outlining the evidence in detail. 
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However, at the time the juvenile court took custody 
from the parents on March 20, 1974, and reserved 
ruling on termination, it may be said that the evi- 
dence clearly would have justified termination of 
parental rights. It appears, however, the court de- 
sired to give the parents every opportunity to dem- 
onstrate their fitness before taking such a radical 
step. The evidence adduced at the subsequent ter- 
mination hearings, including interrogations by the 
court of the three youngest children, clearly per- 
mitted the court to find that the parents’ inability to 
fulfill their parental function because of mental ill- 
ness and mental deficiency had not changed; the 
mental illness of the parents, although improved be- 
cause of the use of medication and participation in 
group therapy at the Nebraska Psychiatric Unit, 
was a condition which could be exacerbated by 
stress, including that arising from family responsi- 
bility, and also would return if medication were dis- 
continued; there were reasonable grounds to believe 
the condition would continue for a prolonged period 
of time; the 12-year-old son was severely mentally 
retarded, having a vocabulary of only about 12 
words, and required special care which the parents 
were totally incapable of providing now or at any 
time in the future; the best interests of the other 
three children required a stable situation which the 
parents could not provide and which the foster 
homes did; and there was a probability that the 
other three boys could and would be adopted if pa- 
rental rights were terminated. 

The court properly took into consideration all of its 
earlier proceedings. The matter before the juvenile 
court was a continuation of the same proceeding. 
A court must take judicial notice of its own records 
in the case under consideration. Solomon v. A. W. 
Farney, Inc., 136 Neb. 338, 286 N. W. 254. It also has 
a right to examine its own records and take judicial 
notice of its own proceedings and judgment in an 
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interwoven and dependent controversy where the 
same matters have already been considered and de- 
termined. Bank of Mead v. St. Paul Fire & Marine 
Ins. Co., 202 Neb. 403, 275 N. W. 2d 822; Weiner v. 
Morgan, 175 Neb. 656, 122 N. W. 2d 871. 

The claim of error founded upon the contention 
there was no evidence of the mother’s present men- 
tal condition is not well founded for several reasons. 
The record does show she was a participant in group 
therapy sessions, all of whose participants, the testi- 
fying psychiatrists stated, were afflicted with schizo- 
phrenia. The records of the prior hearings show 
there existed mental conditions in both parents 
which, in all probability, would continue for an in- 
definite length of time although ameliorated by med- 
ication. Under the provisions of section 43-209(5), R. 
R. S. 1948, parental rights may be terminated where 
parents are unable to discharge parental responsi- 
bilities because of mental illness or mental deficiency, 
and there are reasonable grounds to believe that 
such conditions will exist for a prolonged, indeter- 
minate period. The termination was not founded 
wholly upon the mental condition of the parents. 
The record indicates the father was unemployable 
and would probably continue so. The family’s only 
income was from social security and disability wel- 
fare payments. The evidence tended to show that, if 
custody of the children were returned to the parents, 
family conditions as to care, sanitation, and educa- 
tion would not be different from those which pre- 
viously existed. 

AFFIRMED. 
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STATE OF NEBRASKA, APPELLEE, V. RICHARD L. MUNIZ, 
APPELLANT. 
277 N. W. 2d 712 


Filed April 24, 1979. No. 42375. 


Appeal from the District Court for Adams County: 
FREDRIC R. IRons, Judge. Affirmed. 


Stephen A. Scherr, Adams County Public Defend- 
er, and Thomas J. Mullen, for appellant. 


Paul L. Douglas, Attorney General, and C.C. Shel- 
don, for appellee. 


Heard before KrivosHa, C. J., BoSLaAUGH, McCown, 
CLINTON, BRODKEY, WHITE, and HastTinGcs, JJ. 


CLINTON, J. 

Richard L. Muniz appeals from his conviction by a 
jury of breaking and entering with the intent to in- 
flict great bodily harm and from his sentence to a 
term of 18 months in the Nebraska Penal and Cor- 
rectional Complex, which sentence included credit 
for time already served. Appellant assigns as error 
that the evidence was insufficient to support the ver- 
dict and that the sentence was excessive. We af- 
firm. 

Taking the view most favorable to the State, the 
evidence shows the following facts. Prior to his con- 
viction for the offense at issue here, appellant lived 
for 7 months with a woman who was not his wife. 
When this woman asked the appellant to move out, 
he reacted violently, choking her, but did eventually 
leave. After moving out, the appellant continually 
harassed the woman, primarily by telephoning her 
and writing notes, and occasionally by following her 
around town or attempting to enter her house. At 
one point, appellant broke the window to the wo- 
man’s automobile with a wrench, forcibly pulled her 
out of her automobile, and held her in his own auto- 
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mobile for a while. On another occasion he threat- 
ened to kill her. 

The incident at issue occurred on May 4, 1978. 
That night, the woman was in her living room witha 
date. Shortly after 11:30 p.m., appellant, having 
parked about 6 blocks away, cut the exterior tele- 
phone wires to the woman’s residence, kicked in the 
locked door and entered, carrying a gun which was 
cocked and had two bullets in it. In the course of 
the ensuing conversation, appellant showed the 
woman the two bullets and said, ‘‘One for you and 
one for me.’’ The woman testified she was fright- 
ened by appellant’s conduct and thought appellant 
intended to kill her. 

By 3 or 4a.m., the woman and her date persuaded 
the appellant to unload and hand over the gun and 
leave peacefully. No one was physically harmed, 
and appellant gave the woman $50 to pay for the 
damage to her door. 

Appellant was convicted of having violated section 
28-532, R. R. S. 1948, which states in pertinent part: 
‘“‘Whoever willfully, maliciously and forcibly breaks 
and enters into any dwelling house . . . with intent to 

. commit any felony . . . shall be punished by 
imprisonment in the Nebraska Penal and Correctional 
Complex not more than ten years nor less than one 
year ....’’ The information charged that the spe- 
cific intention with which the breaking was done was 
that of killing the woman, or assaulting her with in- 
tent to inflict great bodily injury. 

The only element of the offense as to which there 
could be any doubt whatsoever is whether appellant 
had the requisite intent to commit a felony when he 
entered the woman’s home. Appellant claims he 
was carrying the gun because someone had fired 
upon and hit his automobile shortly before May 4, 
1978. A deputy sheriff, who examined appellant’s 
automobile a week before trial in July 1978, did find 
a bullet hole in the right front fender. 
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This court has frequently enunciated the rules ap- 
plicable in this situation. The intent with which an 
act is done is rarely, if ever, susceptible of proof by 
direct evidence, but may be inferred from words or 
acts and the facts or circumstances surrounding the 
act. State v. Ristau, 201 Neb. 784, 272 N. W. 2d 274. 
In determining the sufficiency of the evidence to sus- 
tain a conviction in a criminal prosecution, it is not 
the province of this court to resolve conflicts in the 
evidence, pass on credibility of witnesses, determine 
the plausibility of explanations, or weigh the evi- 
dence. In a criminal proceeding, the verdict of a 
jury must be sustained if there is substantial evi- 
dence, taking the view most favorable to the State, 
to support it. State v. Jackson, 200 Neb. 827, 265 N. 
W. 2d 850. 

The evidence in this case was clearly sufficient to 
permit the jury to conclude the appellant had the re- 
quisite intent, and the first assignment of error is 
without merit. 

This court has also stated often that a sentence im- 
posed within statutory limits will not be disturbed on 
appeal unless there is an abuse of discretion. State 
v. Kerns, 201 Neb. 617, 271 N. W. 2d 48. Even disre- 
garding other aggravating circumstances in the ap- 
pellant’s record, his sentence is justified by the fact 
that, during the 2 months before the present offense, 
appellant had been convicted of assault and 
malicious destruction of property and fined $125 due 
to an incident involving the same woman. The fine 
assessed against the appellant as a result of that 
conviction was obviously insufficient to deter him 
from further acts of violence. As the State correcily 
points out in its brief, appellant’s sentence is rela- 
tively conservative when compared to the statutory 
maximum of 10 years. 

AFFIRMED. 
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IN RE ESTATE OF FLOYD TILSON Brown, WILLIAM H. 
SHERWOOD, ADMINISTRATOR. J. LELAND Brown, 
APPELLANT, V. WILLIAM H. SHERWOOD, APPELLEE. 

278 N. W. 2d 565 


Filed May 1, 1979. No. 41754. 


1. Executors, Administrators, and Personal Representatives. The 
general rule is that an executor in discharging his trust duties must 
exercise the care, prudence, and judgment that a man of fair, 
average capacity and ability exercises in the transaction of his own 
business. 

Ordinarily, a personal representative of an estate, acting 
reasonably for the benefit of interested persons, may properly ef- 
fect a fair and reasonable compromise with any debtor or obligor. 

3. Executors, Administrators, and Personal Representatives: Con- 
tempt. It may be the duty of the personal representative to prose- 
cute a suit for the collection of assets. In a proper case the court 
muy punish an administrator for contempt on his refusal to sue, or 
it may revoke his letters and appoint an administrator who will 
prosecute the action. The duty of an executor or administrator to 
bring an action on a debt due the estate may depend on whether the 
claim is reasonably good or one of doubtful character. He may de- 
cline to sue on a doubtful or controverted claim notwithstanding the 
fact that the heirs think it is well-founded, unless they are willing to 
give him indemnity for costs. 


Appeal from the District Court for Furnas Coun- 
ty: Jack H. Hendrix, Judge. Affirmed. 


Edward F. Fogarty of Guilfoyle, Fogarty & Lund, 
for appellant. 


Knapp, State, Yeagley, Mues & Sidwell and Per- 
son, Dier & Person, for appellee. 


Heard before SPENCER, C. J., Pro Tem., BOSLAUGH, 
McCown, CLINTON, BRODKEY, and Wuits, JJ., and 
Kuns, Retired District Judge. 


BRoDKEY, J. 

J. Leland Brown, hereinafter referred to as Le- 
land, appeals to this court from an order entered by 
the District Court for Furnas County, on June 28, 
1977, affirming the action of the county court of that 
county in approving a settlement for $12,500 of cer- 
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tain claims made by the estate of Floyd Tilson 
Brown, deceased, against the Stamford Bank, Stam- 
ford, Nebraska, its agents, servants, and employees. 
Floyd Tilson Brown died September 3, 1968, in Fur- 
nas County, leaving surviving him his two sons, 
Leland and F.. Stanton Brown, hereinafter referred 
to as Stanton. Prior to the death of the father, Floyd 
Brown, Stanton was operating a farming operation 
in Nebraska and Kansas, hereinafter referred to as 
the Nebraska partnership, with his father, while 
Leland ran a farming operation in Mississippi, here- 
inafter referred to as the Mississippi partnership, 
also in partnership with his father. Prior to his 
death, Floyd Brown became incompetent and his 
son, Stanton, was appointed his guardian on June 7, 
1963. In his will, Floyd Brown provided that Stanton 
should receive the property owned by the Mississippi 
partnership. The will also contained a “‘lopover”’ 
clause providing for the equalization of distributions 
to the two sons. 

The appellee in this case is William H. Sherwood, 
who is the Administrator with Will Annexed of Floyd 
Brown’s Estate; and who, himself, is a practicing 
attorney in the State of Nebraska, with extensive 
trial experience covering a period of over 21 years. 
He was appointed administrator of the estate on No- 
vember 29, 1968. At the time of Floyd’s death, 
Leland Brown had an accounting action pending in 
the county court against his brother, Stanton, who 
was guardian for his father, Floyd Brown; and that 
litigation was continued through various actions in 
Nebraska, Kansas, and Mississippi. While the ac- 
counting action against Stanton, as guardian of 
Floyd Brown, was pending, Floyd Brown died and 
William Sherwood was appointed administrator of 
his estate. He objected to the accounting of Stanton 
as guardian; and, after a trial, secured a county 
court verdict surcharging Stanton with the amount 
of $65,961. The administrator then appealed the 
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matter to the District Court where it was combined 
for trial with an action previously commenced by 
the administrator against both Stanton and Leland 
for an accounting of their operations under the two 
partnerships. The District Court increased the 
amount of the surcharge against Stanton to 
$83,224.18. 

Thereafter, Leland filed a third party petition in 
the accounting action against the Stamford Bank 
and others, as third party defendants, alleging 
wrongdoing on the part of the bank in its dealings 
with the guardian, Stanton. Most of Leland’s 
claims, as set forth in his third party petition, were 
later dismissed on motion; and the appellee, Wil- 
liam H. Sherwood, as administrator of the estate, 
then filed a cross-petition and an amended cross- 
petition against the bank in the ‘‘combined cases.’’ 
The claims against the bank contained in the cross- 
petitions all arose out of dealings by the bank with 
the guardian, Stanton, most of which claims were 
discussed by the trial judge at length in his memo- 
randum opinion. In his cross-petition, the adminis- 
trator alleges nine separate causes of action, all gen- 
erally based upon the bank’s knowingly participat- 
ing with Stanton in the conversion of money and 
property belonging to the decedent, Floyd Brown, 
and he prays for damages totaling $85,688 plus inter- 
est. It appears from the record that the Browns had 
maintained various accounts with the Stamford 
Bank for many years. Prior to his guardianship, 
Floyd Brown had maintained a checking account 
with the bank, as had also Stanton and Leland. Al- 
so, the Nebraska and Mississippi partnerships had 
maintained their accounts at the bank. The bank 
had prepared numerous financial statements both 
for the partnerships and for the individuals over the 
years. Without going into great detail as to the na- 
ture of the individual claims, which would unduly 
and unnecessarily extend the length of this opinion, 
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we deem it advisable to set out in a general fashion 
the nature of the claims against the bank made by 
the administrator in his cross-petition. We also add, 
as revealed by the record, that in evaluating the 
claims, as set out in the various causes of action for 
settlement purposes with the bank, the adminis- 
trator adopted a system for ranking the various 
claims and causes of action on a scale of 1 to 10, with 
“10” indicating the best chance of recovery and ‘‘1”’ 
indicating little chance of recovery. By multiplying 
each cause of action by its ranking, the adminis- 
trator, because of his experience in the practice of 
law, particularly as a trial attorney, was able to ap- 
proximate the value of each claim for settlement 
purposes. 

In his first cause of action against the bank, the 
administrator claimed $11,946.41 for conversion by 
Stanton, in which the bank participated, of certain 
cattle owned by the Nebraska partnership, which oc- 
curred on or about June 7, 1963. Sherwood, the ad- 
ministrator, testified that the chance of success, on 
his theory that the bank aided, abetted, and partici- 
pated in the conversion, was ‘‘8’’, with an approxi- 
mate settlement value of $9,500. 

The second cause of action was based upon a 
claim of conversion of certain machinery belonging 
to the Nebraska partnership. The administrator 
gave his opinion that the estate’s interest was 
$4,055.51. The administrator valued this claim as a 
“5”, with a settlement value of approximately 
$2,000. 

The third cause of action against the Stamford 
Bank was for Stanton’s alleged conversion of $14,461 
received as a loan from the Lamar Life Insurance 
Company. The loan was secured by the Mississippi 
land which was entirely owned by Floyd Brown. 
The administrator valued his claim against the bank 
as an ‘‘8’’, with an approximate settlement value of 
$11,500. The administrator testified that the Stam- 
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ford Bank knew from Stanton’s financial statements 
that he owned no property in Mississippi, but the 
bank’s defense would be that the insurance company 
had made the check payable to Stanton Brown. 

The administrator valued the fourth cause of ac- 
tion against the Stamford Bank in the amount of 
$8,311.54 based upon crops, rents, and profits al- 
legedly due on the Nebraska partnership land. He 
rated this claim as a ‘‘5’’ for settlement purposes, 
with a value of approximately $4,000. 

The fifth cause of action, in the amount of $7,- 
089.30, was based upon a claim that in 1962 and 1963, 
Stanton converted two truckloads of Mississippi 
partnership cattle and deposited the proceeds to his 
own personal account. The bank was charged with 
aiding, abetting, and participating in the transac- 
tion. Sherwood rated this case at ‘‘7’’, with a settle- 
ment value of approximately $5,000. 

In his sixth cause of action, the administrator 
claimed that between October 7, 1963, and Novem- 
ber 12, 1964, Stanton converted to his own use certain 
funds drawn from the Mississippi partnership ac- 
count, although he was unauthorized to draw checks 
upon that account. The estate’s interest in these 
conversions amounted to $1,201.02. The adminis- 
trator valued this claim at ‘‘8’’ on the theory that the 
bank aided, abetted, and participated in the conver- 
sion, and that the approximate settlement value of 
the claim was $1,000. He also testified that one of 
the bank’s defenses to this claim was that not only 
was Stanton taking money out of the account, but he 
was also putting money into the account, ‘‘and that 
all the Browns knew it.’’ 

The seventh cause of action was based upon the 
claim that on September 5, 1963, Stanton wrote a 
check on the Floyd Brown guardianship account in 
the amount of $461.40 to cover part of his unlawful 
conversion of property in the estate of Walter I. 
Farrand, for which he was surcharged. The admin- 
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istrator rated the claim at ‘‘2’’ with a value of ap- 
proximately $100 for settlement purposes. 

The eighth cause of action, in the amount of $24,- 
361.43, was based upon the claim that between the 
dates of June 7, 1963, and September 3, 1968, which 
was the date of Floyd Brown’s death, Stanton drew 
numerous checks upon the guardianship account, 
which sums were paid by him to the Stamford Bank 
for his personal debts to the bank. This cause of 
action was rated by the administrator as an ‘‘8”’ 
with a value for settlement purposes of about 
$19,000. 

The ninth cause of action was based upon the 
claim that from June 7, 1963, until September 3, 1968, 
the date of Floyd Brown’s death, Stanton drew 
numerous checks totaling $13,800 on the guardian- 
ship account, which funds were transferred to Stan- 
ton’s personal account to cover Stanton’s overdrafts, 
and the officer of the bank had personal knowledge 
of this fact. The administrator rated this claim at 
‘*5’’ because of his feeling that the bank probably did 
not receive any of the money; and the settlement 
value, in his opinion, would be approximately $7,000. 
He testified that the bank’s defense would be that 
Stanton was distributing approximately equal funds 
to Leland at the same time. 

It appears from the record that the total face 
value amount of the claims as set out in the amend- 
ed cross-petition of the administrator was $85,688.38, 
whereas, the total settlement value for all nine 
causes of action as rated by the administrator was 
$59,100. 

We should also mention that although not included 
as one of the nine causes of action, there was in- 
volved in this case a controversy over a parcel of 
real estate referred to as the Farrand Quarter. It 
appears that Stanton bought the Farrand Quarter at 
a judicial sale on July 25, 1961, and gave his personal 
check for the downpayment. Stanton later borrowed 
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money from the Stamford Bank to cover the check 
he gave as the downpayment on the property. On 
June 13, 1962, Floyd Brown and Stanton executed 
two new notes by which Floyd took $6,000 worth of 
Stanton’s debts and the Nebraska partnership took 
$10,000 worth of Stanton’s debts with the result that 
$16,000 worth of Stanton’s debts were then paid by 
the new notes. The Farrand Quarter was sold by 
Stanton to the Stamford Bank which then, in turn, 
sold it to Duane and Paul Johnson, who were the ten- 
ants on the property. 

The District Court, in the accounting action, found 
in its memorandum opinion that no constructive 
trust arose on the Farrand Quarter because of the 
fact that the funds used to purchase the property had 
not initially been those of Floyd Brown’s. It ap- 
pears there is a serious question as to the value of 
the claim arising out of the Farrand Quarter pro- 
ceedings, and also a question of whether the claim is 
of any value whatsoever. Nevertheless, in view of 
the fact that the proposed settlement of the claims of 
the estate against the bank, hereinafter discussed, 
would include the settlement of all potential claims 
against the bank, and is not restricted to those sued 
upon by the administrator, it is necessary that the 
Farrand Quarter matter be referred to in this opin- 
ion. 

We now turn to a consideration of potential setoffs 
which the Stamford Bank could claim against any 
judgment entered against it. The administrator tes- 
tified the bank could claim the following setoffs: 
(a) A partition action distribution in the amount of 
$25,915.11; (b) recovery from Stanton’s bonding 
company - $22,810; (c) one-half of the tractor-trailer 
which Leland obtained from the estate but did not 
pay for - $4,125; and (d) one-half of the Kansas/ 
Mississippi estate distribution to Leland - $16,750.70. 

We discuss, first, the partition action distribution 
setoff. Leland and Stanton owned real estate in 
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Furnas County and as a result of a partition action of 
the property Stanton became entitled to $25,915.11. 
The money was retained by the administrator until 
Leland brought a garnishment action to seize the 
funds. Leland’s attorney read into the record of the 
partition action a stipulation between the parties 
that the. $25,915.11 belonging to Stanton and paid to 
Leland shall ‘‘be credited first to any judgment ob- 
tained by J. Leland Brown, and any balance left 
therefrom, if any, shall be credited against any 
judgment obtained by William Sherwood as Admin- 
istrator with Will Annexed of the Estate of Floyd Til- 
son Brown * * *.”’ 

The administrator also testified that he obtained a 
$22,810 judgment against Stanton’s bonding company 
as Floyd Brown’s guardian. The $22,810 consisted of 
a $17,000 bond recovery. The difference represented 
interest and costs. The administrator testified that 
he believed the recovery from the bonding company 
could be claimed as a direct credit by the bank 
against any judgment the administrator might ob- 
tain against the Stamford Bank. 

At a public auction of the Nebraska partnership 
assets, Leland bid $8,250 for a truck and tractor, but 
never paid for them. The administrator testified 
that he believed one-half of the $8,250, or $4,125, 
“would constitute some kind of a credit against 
Leland’s ability to recover from Stanton. Now, 
whether that would constitute also a defense against 
me is a good question.’’ In other words, the admin- 
istrator did not know if the Stamford Bank could 
claim as a credit the value of the truck and tractor 
which Leland took in the amount of $4,125. 

Also, Leland received $16,750.70, representing 
Stanton’s one-half share of the estate distributed in 
Mississippi and Kansas. 

The four items referred to above total $69,600.81 
and represent potential credits to be claimed by the 
Stamford Bank in the event any judgment was en- 
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tered against it. No interest was calculated on these 
potential credits with the exception of the recovery 
from the bonding company. 

Leland contends, however, that the total value of 
the claims against the bank, as set out in the amend- 
ed cross-petition in the amount of $85,688.38, does not 
include any interest on the settlement value of the 
claims which he contends in his brief amount to the 
sum of $43,903. It must be remembered, however, 
that there can be no recovery of interest unless the 
individual causes of action are sustained in the law- 
suit. Furthermore, any setoffs to which the bank 
may be entitled would also draw interest. Under 
the present state of the record it is impossible to 
state with any degree of accuracy what amount of 
interest would be involved with respect to either the 
claims or the setoffs if the matter came to trial. 

The record reveals that negotiations for a settle- 
ment of the estate’s claims against the Stamford 
Bank were entered into by the administrator’s at- 
torney. At one time the administrator’s attorney re- 
ported that the Stamford Bank would pay $26,000 in 
complete settlement of the estate’s and Leland’s 
claims against the bank. Leland rejected this offer. 
The administrator’s attorney then reported that he 
could settle all of the estate’s and Leland’s claims 
against the bank, except for Leland’s claim in the 
Farrand Quarter, for $17,500. Leland’s attorney at 
that time accepted the settlement. However, when 
the parties met in open court to complete the settle- 
ment, Leland rejected the offer, contending that he 
had not understood that the settlement included a re- 
lease of his claims against the Stamford Bank. The 
administrator then separately agreed to release the 
Stamford Bank from all the estate’s claims for a 
$12,500 payment. 

After Leland refused to join in the settlement with 
the Stamford Bank, he brought suit against the 
bank. The Stamford Bank introduced as a defense 
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the running of the statute of limitations. A trial be- 
fore a jury was held, and the defendant prevailed. 

The motion to approve the $12,500 settlement be- 
tween the Stamford Bank and the administrator was 
heard by the Furnas county court and was approved, 
although both Leland and Stanton objected to such 
approval. Leland then appealed the county court’s 
approval to the District Court for Furnas County, 
Nebraska. A 2-day trial was held in the District 
Court after which the court affirmed the county 
court’s approval of the settlement. 

The administrator testified as follows about the 
action Leland brought against the Stamford Bank 
following Leland’s refusal of the $17,500 settlement 
offer: ‘‘* * * T was concerned before that case was 
tried, and I am concerned about it now in terms of 
* * * the main thrust of the Stamford Bank’s defense, 
to-wit: Their claim is that Leland and Stanton for a 
long period of time were operating sort of in cahoots. 
That they had kind of a collusive understanding that 
they were going to do what was necessary to keep all 
of these ships afloat, the Mississippi partnership, the 
Nebraska partnership, and what not. It was that 
area of this lawsuit more than any other considera- 
tion, Mr. Fogarty, that I was concerned about it and 
that I believe may have been the heart of the de- 
fense of the Stamford Bank in that statute of limita- 
tions trial. That’s what I was worried about, yes, 
sir.”’ 

The duties of an administrator are set out in the 
Nebraska statutes. Section 30-304, R. R. S. 1943 
(Reissue 1964), provided in pertinent part as fol- 
lows: ‘‘The bond of the executor required by sec- 
tion 30-303 shall be conditioned as follows: (1) To 
make and return to the county court, within three 
months, a true and perfect inventory of all the 
goods, chattels, rights, credits, and estate of the de- 
ceased which shall come to his possession or know]- 
edge, or to the possession of any other person for 
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him; (2) to administer according to law and to the 
will of the testator all his goods, chattels, rights, 
credits and estate which shall at any time come to 
his possession or to the possession of any other per- 
son for him, * * *.’’ 

In addition, section 30-803, R. R. S. 1948 (Reissue 
1964), provided that: ‘‘Nothing herein shall be con- 
strued to prevent an executor or administrator, 
when he shall think it necessary, from commencing 
and prosecuting any action against any other per- 
son, or from prosecuting any actionzcommenced by 
the deceased in his lifetime, for the recovery of any 
debt or claim to final judgment, or from having exe- 
cution on any judgment.”’ 

Sections 30-304 and 30-308, above quoted, were both 
repealed by section 316 of L.B. 354, Laws 1974, which 
became effective January 1, 1977. The new probate 
code, including section 30-2476, R. R. S. 1943, pro- 
vides: ‘‘Except as restricted or otherwise provided 
by the will or by an order in a formal proceeding 
and subject to the priorities stated in section 30- 
24,100, a personal representative, acting reasonably 
for the benefit of the interested persons, may prop- 
erly: * * * (17) effect a fair and reasonable com- 
promise with any debtor or obligor, or extend, renew 
or in any manner modify the terms of any obligation 
owing to the estate. * * *.’’ It seems clear that the 
administrator, under either statute, had authority to 
settle claims in favor of the estate against third par- 
ties. 

“The general rule is that an executor in discharg- 
ing his trust duties must exercise the care, pru- 
dence, and judgment that a man of fair, average ca- 
pacity and ability exercises in the transaction of his 
own business.’’ Bates v. Scottsbluff Nat. Bank, 190 
Neb. 456, 209 N. W. 2d 165 (1973). See, also, In re 
Estate of Bush, 89 Neb. 334, 131 N. W. 602 (1911); In 
re Estate of Hunter, 129 Neb. 529, 262 N. W. 41 (1935). 

‘It may be the duty of the personal representative 
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to prosecute a suit for the collection of assets. Ina 
proper case the court may punish an administrator 
for contempt on his refusal to sue, or it may revoke 
his letters and appoint an administrator who will 
prosecute the action. The duty of an executor or ad- 
ministrator to bring an action on a debt due the 
estate may depend on whether the claim is reason- 
ably good or one of doubtful or desperate character. 
He may decline to sue on a doubtful or controverted 
claim notwithstanding the fact that the heirs think it 
is well founded, unless they are willing to give him 
indemnity for costs.’’ 31 Am. Jur. 2d, Executors 
and Administrators, § 182, p. 108. See, also, Mina- 
han v. Waldo, 161 Neb. 78, 71 N. W. 2d 723 (1955). 

The administrator testified that in February of 
1976, he sent to Leland’s then attorney a demand to 
allow him to negotiate in good faith toward a settle- 
ment or else indemnify the estate for the costs and 
attorney’s fees that would thereafter accrue. Leland 
did not respond to the administrator’s demand. 

In Gillilan v. Oakes, 1 Neb. [Unof.] 55, 95 N. W. 511 
(1901), this court stated: ‘‘The evidence tends to 
show that at the time such election of remedies was 
made by the administratrix it appeared to be for the 
best interests of the estate; that the value of the 
property at that time exceeded the amount due on 
the contract and no claim is made of any collusion 
between the administratrix and the appellee in such 
election for the purpose of defrauding the estate. 
Under these conditions her act was clearly binding on 
the estate.”’ 

Leland’s attorney admitted at the trial that Wil- 
liam Sherwood, the administrator, was in the best 
position and ‘‘knows more about this case than any- 
body.’’ The administrator stated that he felt the 
$12,500 settlement with the Stamford Bank for all the 
estate’s claims was the best settlement under the ex- 
isting conditions, and that a more successful result 
could not be obtained through litigation. He also 
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testified it was his recommendation that the District 
Court affirm the county court’s approval of the set- 
tlement. Leland has not alleged nor presented any 
evidence that the administrator participated in any 
collusion or fraud. 

Judge Clark, of the county court of Furnas County, 
approved the settlement; and Judge Hendrix, of the 
Furnas County District Court, affirmed the county 
court’s approval, after a full hearing on the matter. 
Judge Hendrix was the judge in the original account- 
ing actions, and he wrote the memorandum opinion, 
out of which the estate’s claims against the bank 
arose. 

We conclude that the administrator was manifest- 
ly correct in his decision to settle the claims of the 
estate against the Stamford Bank for $12,500, and in 
his recommendation to both the county and District 
Court that approval be given him to do so. After full 
hearings and the presentation of evidence in both 
courts, they approved his request to effectuate the 
settlement. The decision whether to settle or com- 
promise disputed claims can not be determined with 
mathematical precision, and it is possible that the 
personal representative of an estate may occa- 
sionally err in that regard. See In re Estate of 
Bush, supra. We are convinced from the evidence 
that the administrator conscientiously endeavored to 
protect the interests of the estate in his endeavor to 
settle the claims against the bank. He was aided in 
this regard by his many years of experience as a 
lawyer, and particularly as a trial lawyer. To have 
acceded to the desire of the appellant that he pro- 
ceed to litigate the claims may well have resulted in 
a smaller recovery to the estate than the amount 
tendered in settlement; and in addition, would un- 
doubtedly have necessitated incurring substantial 
court costs, attorney’s fees, and other litigation ex- 
pense, which may or may not have been recovered. 
Continued litigation might also have resulted in 
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larger amounts due to the bank as setoffs, and in- 
creased amounts of interest thereon: Although the 
administrator requested indemnity from the appel- 
lant as a condition to proceeding with the litigation 
of the claims, the appellant neglected to provide it 
when requested. We conclude there was ample evi- 
dence in the record to justify the action taken by the 
administrator to settle the claims in question, and 
also to justify both the county and District Court in 
approving such proposed settlement. The judgment 
of the trial court should be affirmed. 
AFFIRMED. 


JOHN RICHARD F'ARMER, APPELLEE, V. RICHMAN 
GORDMAN STORES, INC., APPELLANT. 
278 N. W. 2d 332 


Filed May 1, 1979. No. 41947. 


1. Administrative Law: Appeal and Error. Upon appeal to the Dis- 
trict Court from an order of the Nebraska Equal Opportunity Com- 
mission the review is by trial de novo upon the record. 

2. Evidence: Appeal and Error. Where the evidence supporting the 
District Court’s findings of fact is substantial, the findings will not 
be disturbed. 

Appeal from the District Court for Douglas Coun- 
ty: Samue. P. Canicuis, Judge. Affirmed. 


George C. Rozmarin of Swarr, May, Smith & An- 
dersen, for appellant. 


Thomas F’. Dowd, P.C., for appellee. 


Heard before Krivosua, C. J., McCown, CLINTON, 
and Wuite, JJ., and J. Key, District Judge. 


WHITE, J. 

This is an appeal from an order of the District 
Court for Douglas County affirming a decision of the 
Nebraska Equal Opportunity Commission that the 
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appellee, John Richard Farmer, was discriminated 
against by the appellant, Richman Gordman Stores, 
Inc., on account of race and color in violation of the 
Nebraska Fair Employment Practice Act, section 
48-1101 et seq., R. R. S. 1948, as amended. We af- 
firm. 

Section 48-1104, R. R. S. 1943, amended in 1977, 
provided in 1973, when this action began, as follows: 
“Tt shall be an unlawful employment practice for an 
employer: (1) * * * to discharge any individual, or 
otherwise to discriminate against any individual 
with respect to his compensation, terms, conditions, 
or privileges of employment, because of such indi- 
vidual’s race, color, religion, sex, disability, or na- 
tional origin; * * *.’’ 

The assignments of error all relate to the findings 
of the District Court alleging that they were arbi- 
trary and not supported by a preponderance of the 
evidence. An appeal to the District Court from an 
order of the Nebraska Equal Opportunity Commis- 
sion is now governed Ey section 48-1120, R. S. Supp., 
1978. This section provides that the determination 
by the District Court shall extend to all questions of 
law and fact presented by the entire record and an 
order of the commission shall not be vacated, modi- 
fied, or set aside unless the findings of the commis- 
sion in support of the order are unreasonable or 
arbitrary or are not supported by a preponderance 
of the evidence. ‘‘The District Court is required to 
review the entire record, weigh the evidence, and 
determine what is the preponderance of the evi- 
dence. * * * The review in the District Court 
amounts to a trial de novo upon the record.”’ Snygg 
v. City of Scottsbluff Potice Dept., 201 Neb. 16, 266 N. 
W. 2d 76; Duffy v. Physicians Mut. Ins. Co., 191 Neb. 
233, 214 N. W. 2d 471. 

In overruling Richman Gordman’s motion for a 
new trial, the trial court said: ‘‘* * * if I were de- 
ciding this case de novo, I think I would probably 
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find for the defendant, but my review is limited.”’ 
Appellant points to this statement as an indication 
that the District Court applied an incorrect standard 
of review. However, the court went on to say: ‘I 
have decided it on the basis of whether or not the 
finding and the judgment of the Commission is sup- 
ported by the preponderance of the evidence and 
whether or not it is contrary to law. I don’t think it 
is contrary to law, and J think that it is supported by 
the evidence, and that is what I am basing it on.” 
By the former statement, the court may have been 
alluding to the deference owed to the original forum, 
which had the opportunity to observe the witnesses 
and their manner of testifying. See Tedco Develop- 
ment Corp. v. Overland Hills, Inc., 200 Neb. 748, 266 
N. W. 2d 56. The latter statement of the District 
Court and the following analysis indicates the proper 
standard of review was applied. 

The evidence most favorable to the appellee’s po- 
sition indicates that the appellee, a black, was em- 
ployed by Richman Gordman Stores, Inc., from July 
17, 1965, to May 2, 1973; that for the 6 months prior to 
his discharge, the appellee worked at the appellant’s 
store at 120th and Center Streets in Omaha and prior 
thereto worked at the appellant’s store at 16th and 
Burt Streets. 

Eighty percent of the customers at the Burt Street 
store were black. The appellee had observed and 
expressed concern about the handling of black cus- 
tomers by the company’s security personnel and had 
conducted store meetings where he expressed his 
views on the subject. The appellee advised Nelson 
Gordman, vice president of operations, of his con- 
cern about losing customers if the company’s poli- 
cies did not improve relative to race relations. One 
week thereafter the appellee was summoned to a 
meeting and the president suggested that Farmer 
consider a transfer to the 120th Street store. The ap- 
pellee accepted. 
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The appellee was a member of the Marine Corps 
Reserve and was required, under his Reserve obli- 
gation, to attend monthly scheduled weekend Re- 
serve functions. It was his absence on Sunday, April 
29, 1973, that lead to his discharge. Both parties 
agree there was no actual Reserve commitment on 
that day. 

According to the evidence of the appellee, he told 
store manager Lund on the previous Monday that he 
would be unable to work on Saturday, April 28, due 
to a Reserve commitment. At this time appellee of- 
fered to work on Sunday, his scheduled day off, in- 
stead of Saturday, but Lund informed him that they 
had ample management personnel to work over the 
weekend as Sunday would be slow considering it was 
a week after the Easter weekend. The appellee was 
therefore not scheduled to work on either Saturday 
or Sunday, April 28 or 29. This evidence was dis- 
puted by Lund. According to Lund, complainant did 
not indicate that he only needed Saturday off. Mr. 
Lund understood that appellee was required to be 
absent both days, otherwise he should have merely 
arranged a trade of Saturday for Sunday, appellee’s 
normal day off. Mr. Lund received information 
from an unidentified employee that she had seen 
Farmer at a place in the city of Omaha under cir- 
cumstances indicating he was not attending a Re- 
serve function on Sunday. 

On May 2, after concluding that no Reserve func- 
tion had taken place on Sunday, April 29, personnel 
manager Simon summoned the appellee into his of- 
fice at which time he terminated the appellee’s em- 
ployment and gave him his paycheck stating that ne- 
gotiations had come to an end relative to the place- 
ment of Farmer with the Richman Gordman Stores, 
Inc. 

In order to show that Farmer’s dismissal was not 
race related, appellant presented examples of two 
Caucasian managerial employees who had been re- 
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leased for misrepresentation of the need for time off. 
Appellant admitted, however, that those employees 
had been given a chance to explain or deny their 
misrepresentations prior to dismissal. Although it 
is strongly disputed by the appellant, there is evi- 
dence that the same opportunity was not given to the 
appellee. According to Farmer, he was not advised 
of the reason for his discharge and thus was denied 
the opportunity of explaining his absences the week- 
end of April 28 and 29 or the details of the work 
schedule per his alleged discussion with store man- 
ager Lund on the preceding Monday. 

On the basis of this evidence, the District Gaul 
found that the order of the commission finding the 
discharge was based on racial matters was not 
arbitrary or capricious and we agree. We do not try 
the facts again. The District Court was under the 
obligation to try the case de novo to determine 
whether there was substantial evidence on which to 
base the order. It found there was. The judgment 
of the trial court is therefore affirmed. The appel- 
lee is allowed a fee of $500 for services in this court. 


AFFIRMED. 


NEBRASKA STATE BANK, A CORPORATION, APPELLEE, V. 
CHARLES R. DUDLEY ET AL., APPELLANTS. 


278 N. W. 2d 334 
Filed May 1, 1979. No. 42077. 


1. Constitutional Law: Appeal and Error. Appellate review in civil 
cases is not a fundamental right guaranteed by either the due proc- 
ess or privileges and immunities clauses of the Fourteenth Amend- 
ment to the Constitution of the United States. 

2. Appeal and Error. Where the right to appellate review is granted 

: by law, it must be afforded in a nondiscriminating manner. 

3. Constitutional Law: Legislature: Appeal and Error. Article I, 
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section 24, of the Nebraska Constitution, does not bar either the 
Legislature or this court from making reasonable rules and regula- 
tions governing review on appeal. 


Appeal from the District Court for Dakota County: 
LLoyp W. KELLY, Jr., Judge. Affirmed. 


Donald E. O’Brien and Daniel C. Galvin of 
O’Brien, Galvin & O’Brien and Lawrence Hammer- 
ling, for appellants. 


David R. Crary, Sandra K. Inkster, and Daryl L. 
Hecht of Crary, Huff, Yates & Clem, P.C., for appel- 
lee. 


Heard before Krivosua, C. J., CLINTON, and 
Hastines, JJ., and Stuart, District Judge, and Kuns, 
Retired District Judge. 


CLINTON, J. 

This is the third appearance of this cause in this 
court. Nebraska State Bank v. Dudley, 194 Neb. 1, 
229 N. W. 2d 559; 198 Neb. 132, 252 N. W. 2d 277. At 
the last trial in the District Court for Dakota County, 
which involved only the defendants’ counterclaim 
against the plaintiff, the jury rendered a verdict for 
the plaintiff and judgment was entered thereon. No 
motion for a new trial was filed within 10 days after 
the verdict as required by statute. §§ 25-1143, 25- 
1144, R. R. 8S. 1943; Parker v. Christensen, 192 Neb. 
117, 219 N. W. 2d 235. At the time of the filing of a 
timely notice of appeal from the judgment, the attor- 
ney for the defendants filed a late motion for a new 
trial, as well as an application to permit its filing. 
The affidavit in support of the motion to permit late 
filing alleges the defendants’ attorney, a member of 
the Iowa bar, not admitted to practice in Nebraska, 
was ignorant of Nebraska law pertaining to the ef- 
fect of failure to file a motion for new trial; the de- 
fendants were thus unavoidably prevented from 
filing a timely motion for new trial; and therefore 
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late filing should be allowed as provided by section 
25-1143 (1), R. R. S. 1943. The District Court denied 
the motion. 

The defendants now seek to escape the conse- 
quences of the failure, i.e., the limited review avail- 
able in this court under such circumstances, by at- 
tacking the constitutionality of section 25-1912, R. R. 
S. 1948, claiming: (1) It is unconstitutionally vague 
and therefore it violates the due process clause of 
the Fourteenth Amendment to the Constitution of the 
United States; and (2) it violates the privileges and 
immunities clause of the Fourteenth Amendment to 
the Constitution of the United States. The defend- 
ants’ contentions are not meritorious and the judg- 
ment is affirmed. 

Section 25-1912, R. R. S. 1948, insofar as is perti- 
nent, reads as follows: ‘‘The proceedings to obtain 
a reversal, vacation or modification of judgments 
and decrees rendered or final orders made by the 
district court, . . . shall be by filing in the office of 
the clerk of the district court in which such judg- 
ment, decree or final order was rendered, within one 
month after the rendition of such judgment or de- 
cree, or the making of such final order, or within one 
month from the overruling of a motion for a new 
trial in said cause, a notice of intention to prosecute 
such appeal . . . and, except as otherwise provided in 
section 29-2306, by depositing with the clerk of the 
district court the docket fee required by law in ap- 
peals to the Supreme Court. ... Except as other- 
wise provided in section 29-2306, an appeal shall be 
deemed perfected, and the Supreme Court shall 
have jurisdiction of the cause when such notice of 
appeal shall have been filed, and such docket fee de- 
posited in the office of the clerk of the district court, 
and after being so perfected no appeal shall be dis- 
missed without notice, and no step other than the fil- 
ing of such notice of appeal and the depositing of 
such docket fee shall be deemed jurisdictional.”’ 
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The statutes pertaining to new trial applicable here 
are sections 25-1142 and 25-1143, R. R. S. 1943. The 
first section defines new trial and states the grounds 
therefor. Section 25-1143, R. R. S. 1948, insofar as 
pertinent here, reads: ‘‘The application for a new 
trial must be made, within ten days, either within or 
without the term, after the verdict, report or deci- 
sion was rendered, except (1) where unavoidably 
prevented....’’ Section 25-1144, R. R. S. 1943, pre- 
scribes the form of the motion. 

Defendants argue they were misled because sec- 
tion 25-1912, R. R. S. 1948, says: ‘‘...no step other 
than the filing of such notice of appeal and the de- 
positing of such docket fee shall be deemed jurisdic- 
tional.’”” They further complain that, if one reads 
the statutes pertaining to a motion for new trial, one 
cannot tell the effect of a failure to file a motion 
unless the reader goes further and examines the 
cases which determine that effect. 

The pertinent provisions of section 25-1912, R. R. S. 
1943, are not at all vague in the ordinary sense of the 
term; contrariwise, they are perfectly clear. The 
defendants took the necessary jurisdictional steps to 
vest jurisdiction in this court and we do have juris- 
diction. By failing to file a motion for a new trial 
and have it ruled upon, they failed to preserve for 
review trial errors. Nebraska Children’s Home Soc. 
v. Collins, 195 Neb. 531, 239 N. W. 2d 258. In a law 
action where no motion for new trial is filed, this 
court on appeal will examine the record only for the 
purpose of determining whether or not the judgment 
is supported by the pleadings. 

The defendants’ claim of vagueness thus rests 
upon the premise that everything one needs to know 
to perfect an appeal and preserve trial errors and to 
effectively bring all issues before this court must, to 
insure due process under the Fourteenth Amend- 
ment to the Constitution of the United States, be set 
forth in one section of the statutes. They cite no 
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authority which so holds and we can find none. 

Implicit in the defendants’ position is the claim 
they have been denied due process because they are 
deprived of the right of appeal under the Constitu- 
tion of the United States. The Supreme Court of the 
United States, up to this time, has never found that a 
right of appeal in a civil matter is inherent in the 
right of due process of law, but has held otherwise. 
National Union v. Arnold, 348 U. S. 37, 75S. Ct. 92, 99 
L. Ed. 46; Ohio v. Akron Park District, 281 U. S. 74, 
50 S. Ct. 228, 74 L. Ed. 710; Luckenback Steamship 
Co. v. United States, 272 U. 8. 533; 47 S. Ct. 186, 71 L. 
Ed. 394; Nowak, Rotunda & Young, Constitutional 
Law, p. 499. Where the right of appeal is granted by 
law, due process requires only that the right be sub- 
ject to exercise in a nondiscriminatory fashion. Na- 
tional Union v. Arnold, supra. 

In Life & Casualty Ins. Co. of Tennessee v. 
Womack, 228 Ala. 70, 151 So. 880, the Supreme Court 
of Alabama was confronted with a contention simi- 
lar to that made here. The petitioner there failed to 
properly preserve in the trial court questions for re- 
view in the Supreme Court. He contended on appeal 
that due process under the Fourteenth Amendment 
required that nonetheless the Supreme Court of Ala- 
bama review all questions raised on the appeal. The 
court simply said: ‘‘Such position is untenable... . 
Due process of law is provided when the party is 
given full opportunity to present the questions of law 
and fact in the trial court, with the right to reserve 
questions for review, and have them reviewed by the 
appellate courts. All this is provided for by law in 
an orderly administration of justice.” 

Although the defendants do not claim any violation 
of their rights under our own Constitution, we take 
note of the fact that Article I, section 24, provides: 
“The right to be heard in all civil cases in the court 
of last resort, by appeal, error, or otherwise, shall 
not be denied.’’ We have held on numerous occa- 
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sions that section 24 does not prevent the Legislature 
or this court from making reasonable rules and 
regulations for a review of a case on appeal. 
Schmidt v. Boyle, 54 Neb. 387, 74 N. W. 964; Bar- 
ney v. Platte Valley Public Power and Irrigation 
District, 144 Neb. 230, 13 N. W. 2d 120; In re Estate of 
Kothe, 131 Neb. 531, 268 N. W. 464; In re Estate of 
Mathews, 125 Neb. 737, 252 N. W. 210; Paper v. Gal- 
breth, 123 Neb. 841, 244 N. W. 896; School District v. 
Traver, 43 Neb. 524, 61 N. W. 720. 

The contention that section 25-1912, R. R. 8. 1948, 
constitutes a violation of the privileges and immuni- 
ties clause of the Fourteenth Amendment is likewise 
without merit. That clause is: ‘‘No State shall 
make or enforce any law which shall abridge the 
privileges or immunities of the citizens of the United 
States.’’ What has already been said really answers 
the contention relative to ‘‘privileges or immuni- 
ties.’’ The design of the privileges and immunities 
clause was to insure that no state could treat a citi- 
zen of the United States, with respect to certain 
enumerated fundamental rights, which do not in- 
clude appellate review, any differently than it 
treated its own citizens. Slaughter-House Cases, 83 
U. S. (146 Wallace) 36, 21 L. Ed. 394 (1872). The 
original particular design of the privileges and im- 
munities clause was to preserve those rights estab- 
lished by the Civil Rights Act and prohibit the states 
from violating such rights. See Raoul Berger, Gov- 
ernment by Judiciary, C. 3, The ‘‘Privileges or Im- 
munities of a Citizen of the United States,”’ p. 37. 

The pleadings support the judgment. 

AFFIRMED. 

Krivosna, C. J., concurring. 

I am in full agreement with the majority opinion 
in this case. I add this concurring opinion solely for 
the purpose of highlighting a matter which I believe 
deserves particular attention. In this case the rec- 
ord indicates that defendants’ Iowa attorney was 
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joined by Nebraska counsel. The record further in- 
dicates that Nebraska counsel’s name appeared on 
the various pleadings and on the briefs filed in this 
court. Yet Nebraska counsel did not appear in this 
court at the time of oral argument, nor does the 
record indicate when, if at all, Nebraska counsel 
participated in this matter in the trial court. It is 
obvious that had Nebraska counsel been more ac- 
tively involved in the trial of this case, Iowa counsel 
might not have failed to timely file a motion for new 
trial. 

The purpose of resident counsel joining with non- 
resident counsel is obvious. It is to insure that the 
nonresident counsel will be associated with a coun- 
sel involved in the litigation who is knowledgeable 
and familiar with the laws and practices of this 
state. By permitting his name to be affixed to a 
pleading or brief, a resident lawyer represents to 
this court that he is a part of the litigation and a 
counsel of record. Accordingly, he should be held 
accountable for the transaction of the litigation to 
the full extent as if there were no nonresident coun- 
sel. A resident lawyer should not permit his or her 
name to be affixed to pleadings or briefs unless he or 
she intends to be involved in the litigation and fa- 
miliar with the actions taken by nonresident coun- 
sel. The failure to properly perform in a case in 
which counsel’s name appears may give rise to sub- 
sequent disciplinary action by reason of counsel 
failing to act in accordance with the Code of Profes- 
sional Responsibility as adopted by this court. 
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STATE OF NEBRASKA, APPELLEE, V. DUANE FULLER, 
APPELLANT. 
278 N. W. 2d 756 


Filed May 1, 1979. No. 42125. 


1. Criminal Law: Right to Counsel: Confessions. The right to coun- 
sel attaches when the proceeding ceases to be investigatory and be- 
comes accusatory. Statements obtained during the investigation of 
a crime are not inadmissible because counsel was not present. 

2. Right to Counsel: Waiver. A statement which is obtained after 
the proceeding has become accusatory and there has been no vol- 
untary and intelligent waiver of the right to counsel is not admis- 
sible. 

3. Criminal Law. The criminal code which became effective January 
1, 1979, is not applicable to offenses committed prior to its effective 
date. 

4. Criminal Law: Homicide: Juries. The jury should only be in- 
structed on those degrees of homicide that are supported by the 
evidence. 

5. Discovery: Appeal and Error. The trial court is vested with 
broad discretion in considering discovery requests of defense coun- 
sel and error can be predicated only upon an abuse of such discre- 
tion. 


Appeal from the District Court for Lancaster 
County: HERBERT A. Ronin, Judge. Reversed and 
remanded. 


Richard L. Schmeling, for appellant. 


Paul L. Douglas, Attorney General, and Judy K. 
Hoffman, for appellee. 


Heard before Krivosua, C. J., BoSLauGH, McCown, 
CLINTON, BRODKEY, WHITE, and HastINGs, JJ. 


BOSLAUGH, J. 

The defendant appeals from a sentence to life im- 
prisonment for first degree murder. The assign- 
ments of error relate to the sufficiency of the evi- 
dence to support the conviction; the overruling of 
the defendant’s motion to suppress; and the trial 
court’s instructions to the jury. 

The defendant was charged with killing Marvin 
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Gerheardt on September 3, 1977. On the date in 
question the defendant and Gerheardt were prison- 
ers in the penal complex confined in cell C-4 in the 
east cell house at the State Penitentiary. Two other 
prisoners, Charles Jack Clark and Robert Bessent, 
were confined in the same cell. Later, Bessent was 
moved and Kem Kershaw moved into the cell. 

The evidence shows that Gerheardt was despond- 
ent and had been talking about committing suicide 
for some time. He had made several attempts by 
injecting drugs and air into his veins. On Septem- 
ber 3, 1977, Gerheardt had obtained an empty 5- 
gallon plastic milk bag which was inflated and then 
attached to a hypodermic syringe from which the 
plunger had been removed. While Gerheardt held 
his arm so as to expose a vein near his elbow, the de- 
fendant inserted the needle into the vein. The de- 
fendant then collapsed the plastic bag forcing air 
into Gerheardt’s body. Gerheardt immediately suf- 
fered distress and was dead by the time he had been 
removed to a hospital. An autopsy showed that Ger- 
heardt had died from pulmonary edema secondary 
to acute heart failure resulting from the injection of 
air into his body. 

Gerheardt’s death was investigated by the State 
Patrol and all occupants of the cell were questioned. 
The defendant gave a brief, nonincriminating state- 
ment without requesting counsel. After that day, 
the defendant was interrogated on seven separate 
occasions. Except for one occasion, he either re- 
quested counsel which was not furnished or did not 
give a statement. On September 29, the defendant 
gave a second statement which was not incriminat- 
ing, although he admitted disposing of the plastic 
milk bag. 

On or before November 2, 1977, Clark decided to 
cooperate with the authorities in exchange for a 
transfer. He gave a statement which incriminated 
Fuller, but the investigators wanted more satisfac- 
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tory evidence. Clark then agreed to be wired with a 
transmitter and to attempt to induce defendant to 
discuss his role in Gerheardt’s death so that the in- 
vestigators could hear and record Fuller’s own in- 
criminating statements. 

Defendant made a detailed statement to Clark on 
November 17, 1977. It was recorded, but technical 
problems prevented its accurate reproduction and it 
was not offered in evidence. That same evening, 
the investigators disclosed the recording to Fuller 
who then gave a confession which was received in 
evidence at the trial. Clark and Kershaw also testi- 
fied as to Fuller’s statement. 

Fuller’s statements to Clark were obtained at the 
request of the investigators. Although the state- 
ments were elicited through deception, they were 
admissible because deception does not tend to make 
a statement involuntary or unreliable. MHeldt v. 
State, 20 Neb. 492, 30 N. W. 626 (1886). Electronic 
surveillance with the cooperation of one party has 
not been afforded constitutional protection. See, 
Cook, Constitutional Rights of the Accused - Pretrial 
Rights, § 65, p. 401 (1972); 57 A. L. R. 3d 172, Admis- 
sibility, in Criminal Prosecution, of Evidence Ob- 
tained by Electronic Surveillance of Prisoner (1974). 

The fact that the statements were obtained at the 
request of the patrol officers presents a more 
serious problem. In Massiah v. United States, 377 
U. S. 201, 84 S. Ct. 1199, 12 L. Ed. 2d 246 (1964), 
Massiah, after indictment, made voluntary and in- 
criminating statements to another indictee who was 
cooperating with the prosecution. A radio trans- 
mitter had been placed in the informer’s car and an 
investigator listened to the defendant’s conversa- 
tion. The United States Supreme Court held Mas- 
siah’s statements, deliberately elicited after indict- 
ment and in the absence of his retained counsel, 
were not admissible. 

In Brewer v. Williams, 430 U. S. 387, 97 S. Ct. 1232, 
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at p. 1239, 51 L. Ed. 2d 424 (1977), the court said the 
right to counsel attached ‘‘at or after the time that 
judicial proceedings have been initiated against him 
— ‘whether by way of formal charge, preliminary 
hearing, indictment, information, or arraignment.’ ”’ 

The above cases may be distinguished because in 
those cases the defendant had been arrested or 
charged at the time the statements were made. The 
fact that the defendant in this case was interrogated 
on seven occasions prior to giving incriminating 
statements elicited by the authorities is some indi- 
cation that the investigation had focused on the de- 
fendant. However, there is no right to have charges 
filed even though the authorities have probable 
cause to believe a crime was committed by a certain 
person. In Hoffa v. United States, 385 U.S. 293, 87S. 
Ct. 408, at p. 417, 17 L. Ed. 2d 374 (1966), the United 
States Supreme Court said: ‘‘Nothing in Massiah, 
in Escobedo, or in any other case that has come to 
our attention, even remotely suggests this novel and 
paradoxical constitutional doctrine, and we decline 
to adopt it now. There is no constitutional right to 
be arrested. The police are not required to guess at 
their peril the precise moment at which they have 
probable cause to arrest a suspect, risking a viola- 
tion of the Fourth Amendment if they act too soon, 
and a violation of the Sixth Amendment if they wait 
too long. Law enforcement officers are under no 
constitutional duty to call a halt to a criminal inves- 
tigation the moment they have the minimum evi- 
dence to establish probable cause, a quantum of evi- 
dence which may fall far short of the amount nec- 
essary to support a criminal conviction.’’ See, also, 
United States v. Nashawaty, 571 F. 2d 71 (1st Cir., 
1978); United States v. DeVaughn, 541 F. 2d 808 (9th 
Cir., 1976); Cook, Constitutional Rights of the Ac- 
cused — Trial Rights, § 77, p. 299 (1974). 

The circumstances surrounding Gerheardt’s death 
placed Fuller within the narrow scope of the investi- 
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gation. Prior to the statement to Clark, the evi- 
dence against Fuller consisted of his admitted dis- 
posal of the death instrument and nonincriminating 
statements as opposed to Clark’s statements. Both 
Fuller and Clark claimed to be cooperating in ex- 
change for special benefits and, of course, personal 
exculpation for the murder. As the investigators 
told Clark, they needed much better evidence to be- 
lieve him and the investigation continued. 

The preliminary evidence necessarily focused the 
investigation on Fuller’s involvement to a greater 
degree; but Clark’s questions were investigatory 
and the accusatory stage with its adjunct right to 
counsel had not begun. The testimony of Clark as to 
Fuller’s statements to him was admissible. Hoffa v. 
United States, supra. 

Following Fuller’s November 17, 1977, recorded 
conversation with Clark, the defendant was inter- 
rogated at the penal complex at 6:33 p.m., by inves- 
tigators Renner and Osborne. The defendant re- 
fused to give a statement and refused to waive his 
right to have an attorney present. He was then kept 
isolated in a custodial area of the prison until 9:30 
p.m. At the request of the county attorney, Fuller 
was taken to the county attorney’s office and a sec- 
ond interrogation, complete with Miranda warnings, 
began at 10 p.m. Fuller decided to waive counsel 
and make a statement. The evidence indicates that 
the defendant may have believed that the county at- 
torney would find extenuating circumstances and 
not charge him with first degree murder. The ex- 
pectation that cooperation might lead to leniency 
does not necessarily render a confession involun- 
tary, although it frequently is a determining factor. 
Cook, Trial Rights, supra, § 74, p. 292-94. 

Fuller was alone with the county attorney from 10 
p.m. to 11 p.m. After being read his rights and 
again asserting his rights, Fuller decided to waive 
his constitutional rights and make a confession. 
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Both the county attorney and Fuller agree that 
Fuller’s decision to waive his rights and confess was 
a result of the county attorney’s decision to file first 
degree murder charges in the morning unless Ful- 
ler’s statement was somehow mitigating and that a 
mitigating statement could not be made to the coun- 
ty attorney if Fuller insisted on having counsel pres- 
ent. 

Although Miranda v. Arizona, 384 U. S. 436, 86 8. 
Ct. 1602, 16 L. Ed. 2d 694 (1966), does not require an 
absolute halt to all conversations by the police with 
the defendant once the right to silence is asserted, 
observance of the constitutional right is tested by 
the circumstances to determine whether the right 
was ‘“‘scrupulously honored.’’ Michigan v. Mosley, 
423 U.S. 96, at p. 105, 96 S. Ct. 321, at p. 326, 46 L. Ed. 
2d 313 (1975). Mosley’s right to cut off questioning 
was honored when the first interrogation ceased, 
and the second interrogation involved a different in- 
terrogator, a different crime, and no persuasion was 
used to reverse his earlier refusal to discuss those 
separate crimes. 

Recent cases consider the validity of a subsequent 
waiver of the once-asserted right to counsel under 
certain circumstances. United States v. Rodriguez- 
Gastelum, 569 F. 2d 482 (9th Cir., 1978) (en banc), 
cert. den., 98 S. Ct. 2266; United States v. Massey, 
550 F’. 2d 300 (5th Cir., 1977); United States v. Grant, 
549 F. 2d 942 (4th Cir., 1977), cert. den., 432 U. S. 908; 
United States v. Pheaster, 544 F. 2d 353 (9th Cir., 
1976), cert. den., 429 U. S. 1099; United States v. 
Womack, 542 F. 2d 1047 (9th Cir., 1976); United 
States v. Cavallino, 498 F. 2d 1200 (5th Cir., 1974); 
Commonwealth v. Watkins, 379 N. E. 2d 1040 (Mass., 
1978); Zelenka v. State, 83 Wis. 2d 601, 266 N. W. 2d 
279 (1978); People v. Sparks, 82 Mich. App. 44, 266 N. 
W. 2d 661 (1978). These cases hold that the defend- 
ant cannot be persuaded to waive his rights and 
there is a strong presumption against waiver. ‘‘If 
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the interrogation continues without the presence of 
an attorney and a statement is taken, a heavy bur- 
den rests on the government to demonstrate that the . 
defendant knowingly and intelligently waived his 
privilege against self-incrimination and his right to 
retained or appointed counsel.’’ Miranda _ v. 
Arizona, 384 U. S. 486, at p. 475, 86 S. Ct. 1602, at p. 
1628, 16 L. Ed. 2d 694 (1966). In Mosley, a con- 
curring opinion stated ‘‘* * * a later decision at the 
authorities’ insistence to make a statement without 
counsel’s presence may properly be viewed with 
skepticism.’’ Id., 423 U.S. 96, at p. 110, n. 2, 96S. Ct. 
321, at p. 329, n. 2. (Justice White concurring). ‘‘We 
understand that the interrogating officer may not 
badger the suspect or bring pressure intended to in- 
duce a change of mind. Nor can he coerce the sus- 
pect into reconsidering an assertion of his right to 
counsel.’’ United States v. Rodriguez-Gastelum, su- 
pra, at p. 488. 

At the suppression hearing, both the defendant and 
the county attorney testified that the defendant hesi- 
tated about waiving his right to have a lawyer pres- 
ent. The defendant testified that he changed his 
mind ‘‘ ’Cause [the county attorney] assured me 
that my statement would help him decide on what 
type of charge he would file against me, and he 
thought I was not guilty of first degree murder and 
that it would help him decide what type of charge to 
file.’’ 

The defendant was asked if the county attorney 
ever said ‘‘anything to you * * * about what he would 
do if you did not talk to him?’’ Defendant re- 
sponded, ‘‘He assured me that he would file first 
degree murder charges on me’’ on the following 
morning. 

The county attorney testified as follows concern- 
ing the initial conversation: ‘‘I asked him, ‘Do you 
willingly do without the services of a lawyer at this 
time,’ and he hesitated somewhat. He said some- 
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thing like I’m not sure, I don’t know. I said, ‘Well, 
Mr. Fuller, please understand before I can visit with 
you, you have to tell me that you will do without the 
services of a lawyer, and I can’t visit with you un- 
less you tell me that,’ and I said, ‘I’d like to talk to 
you about this matter, but before I can, you must 
waive the services of counsel or else I — we’re just 
not going to be able to do it,’ and I said, ‘Now, will 
you please tell me are you willing to do without the 
services of a lawyer?’ He said, ‘Yes, I will,’ some- 
thing to that effect, ‘Yes.’ ”’ 

The recorded statement reveals the following: 
“Q. Do you willingly do without the services of a 
lawyer at this time? A. Mr. Lahners, I — Q. Go 
ahead. Just speak up. A. Okay. I wonder if I 
shouldn’t have a lawyer before this statement goes 
down. Q. Well, that’s up to you. Now, you have 
talked to me about it before. And if you want a law- 
yer, you certainly can have a lawyer. And as I have 
told you before, you know, what I want to do is I 
want to get the full story from you. I want to review 
it in light of the other statements that have already 
been given to us by other people before I make my 
decision. Now, you know, you have told me about it 
once. And I just want to run back through it, put it 
on paper, because it is getting late and I don’t want 
to make any mistakes, Duane. A. Yeah. Q. If it’s 
agreeable with you and if you want to waive your 
right to have a lawyer at this time, why, we can go 
on. That’s, you know, that’s up to you. Are you 
willing to do that? A. Yes.’’ 

Under the circumstances of this case, we believe 
the State did not meet its burden to show that Fuller 
voluntarily and intelligently waived his right to re- 
main silent and his right to have counsel present. 
This was not a matter of a confession initiated by the 
defendant as in United States v. Grant, supra; Com- 
monwealth v. Watkins, supra; Zelenka v. State, su- 
pra. Nor is it distinguishable as the result of sum- 
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marizing evidence against the defendant. United 
States v. Massey, supra; United States v. Pheaster, 
supra; United States v. Cavallino, supra. Nor was 
defendant interrogated for a separate offense. 
Michigan v. Mosley, supra. Fuller resisted until he 
was faced with the murder charge and told that ex- 
ercising his constitutional right to counsel would 
prevent him from making a statement to the county 
attorney. 

Because the record fails to show a voluntary 
waiver of the right to have counsel present, the 
statement obtained by the county attorney should 
have been suppressed and not received in evidence. 
Although the evidence of the State without the con- 
fession of the defendant was clearly sufficient, if be- 
lieved, to sustain a verdict of guilt beyond a rea- 
sonable doubt, we are unable to say that the admis- 
sion of the confession into evidence was harmless 
error. The jury might find serious problems of 
credibility with the testimony of Clark and Kershaw, 
and without the confession of the defendant in evi- 
dence the jury might reach a different result. The 
judgment must, therefore, be reversed and the 
cause remanded for a new trial. 

Appellant assigns as error the refusal of a re- 
quested instruction that suicide is not a crime. 
Suicide is not a crime in Nebraska. Lange v. Royal 
Highlanders, 75 Neb. 196, 110 N. W. 1110 (1907). 
‘‘Murder is no less murder because the homicide is 
committed at the desire of the victim. He who kills 
another upon [the other’s] desire or command is, in 
the judgment of the law, as much a murderer as if 
he had done it merely of his own [volition].’’ Turner 
v. State, 119 Tenn. 663, 108 S. W. 1139, at p. 1141 
(1908). See, also, Martin v. Commonwealth, 184 Va. 
1009, 37 S. E. 2d 43 (1946). The requested instruction 
had no bearing upon defendant’s guilt or innocence. 

The Nebraska Criminal Code, which became ef- 
fective January 1, 1979, makes assisting suicide a 
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criminal offense punishable as a Class IV felony. § 
28-307, R. S. Supp., 1978. The appellant argues that 
he should be tried under this statute and its substan- 
tially diminished maximum penalty of 5 years im- 
prisonment or $10,000 fine, or both. § 28-105 (1), R. 
S. Supp., 1978. The new code, however, is not appli- 
cable. State v. Weinacht, ante p. 124, 277 N. W. 2d 
567. ‘‘The provisions of this code shall not apply to 
any offense committed prior to January 1, 1979. 
Such an offense shall be construed and punished ac- 
cording to the provisions of law existing at the time 
of the commission thereof in the same manner as if 
this code had not been enacted.’’ (Emphasis sup- 
plied.) § 28-103 (1), R. S. Supp., 1978. Assisting 
suicide was not a separate offense on September 3, 
1977, and the homicide statutes were applicable. See 
§§ 28-401 to 28-403.01, R. R. S. 1943. 

The appellant’s argument raises a question as to 
whether the sentence is excessive because punish- 
ment for the same conduct is now reduced. By stat- 
ute, an imposed sentence is to be reduced to the new 
maximum whenever the Legislature decreases the 
maximum period of confinement. § 29-2204.01, R. R. 
S. 1943. However, that provision is limited to the 
amendment of ‘‘the particular law under which such 
sentence was pronounced.’’ See State v. Rubek, 189 
Neb. 141, 201 N. W. 2d 255 (1972). Here, the defend- 
ant was convicted and sentenced under the homicide 
statutes. §§ 28-401 to 28-403.01, R. R. S. 1943. That 
penalty remains unchanged. Nebraska Criminal 
Code, §§ 28-105 (1) and 28-303, R. S. Supp., 1978. The 
defendant is not entitled to a reduction in sentence. 

The defendant also argues that he could not have 
formed the requisite intent to justify a charge of 
murder as he was unaware that Gerheardt’s appa- 
ratus could actually cause death. The evidence 
does not support this contention. Defendant’s cell- 
mate, Clark, testified that all three of them regular- 
ly injected various drugs; they discussed Ger- 
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heardt’s probability of success in his proposed sui- 
cide based on this experience. Defendant later told 
Kem Kershaw that he knew Gerheardt could not kill 
himself with the small injections of air that he had 
been giving himself but that the 5-gallon ‘‘milk bag 
was enough air that would surely explode the heart 
inside of him [Gerheardt] if it was injected into the 
vein.”’ 

The defendant also contends that an instruction on 
a lesser-included offense of manslaughter should 
have been given. In a homicide case, the jury 
should only be instructed on those degrees of homi- 
cide that are supported by the evidence. State v. 
Simpson, 200 Neb. 823, 265 N. W. 2d 681 (1978); State 
v. Stewart, 197 Neb. 497, 250 N. W. 2d 849 (1977). 
Manslaughter is not an appropriate instruction 
where the evidence clearly establishes either first 
degree murder or innocence and the court is not re- 
quired to give the instruction. Davis v. State, 116 
Neb. 90, 215 N. W. 785 (1927); Thompson v. State, 106 
Neb. 395, 184 N. W. 68 (1921). Here, the evidence 
does not support a killing without intent; and there 
was no sudden quarrel or unintentional act. See § 
28-403, R. R. S. 1948. The instruction was properly 
deleted at the request of both counsel. 

Equally without merit is the argument that the 
court should have given an instruction on the theory 
that Gerheardt dominated Fuller and forced him to 
assist in his death. At trial, defendant’s attorney 
did not request such an instruction for good reason. 
Duress or compulsion is no excuse to a charge of 
homicide. 22 C. J. 8., Criminal Law, § 44, p. 135. 
Moreover, general subservience alone is inadequate 
to establish duress. Compare State v. Schroeder, 
199 Neb. 822, 261 N. W. 2d 759 (1978), where justifica- 
tion was not a defense to an assault. 

The final assignment of error relates to the over- 
ruling of the motion to produce prior statements of 
state witnesses before trial. The trial court is 


244 NEBRASKA REPORTS [VoL. 203 


Ortman v. Nebraska Liquor Control Commission 


vested with broad discretion in considering discov- 
ery requests of defense counsel and error can be 
predicated only upon an abuse of such discretion. 
State v. Isley, 195 Neb. 539, at p. 544, 239 N. W. 2d 262 
(1976). The record shows that defense counsel was 
able to depose both Kershaw and Clark and that the 
court compelled production of the investigative re- 
ports of these witnesses’ initial statements. No 
other suggestion of prejudice is claimed or sug- 
gested by the record. Abuse of discretion is not 
shown by denial of access to the witnesses’ state- 
ments. 

The judgment of the District Court is reversed and 
the cause is remanded for a new trial. 

REVERSED AND REMANDED. 


WILLIAM B. ORTMAN ET AL., DOING BUSINESS AS 
ORTMAN’S GAS MART, APPELLEES, V. NEBRASKA LIQUOR 
CONTROL COMMISSION, APPELLANT. 

278 N. W. 2d 338 


Filed May 1, 1979. No. 42130. 


1. Administrative Law: Alcoholic Liquors: Licenses and Permits. 
The Nebraska Liquor Control Commission is vested with discretion 
in the granting or denial of retail liquor licenses, but it may not act 
arbitrarily or unreasonably. Its discretion is to be exercised rea- 
sonably and not whimsically nor capriciously. 

2. Alcoholic Liquors: Licenses and Permits. Absence of need alone is 
not a sufficient reason to deny an otherwise proper application for 
a liquor license. 

Appeal from the District Court for Thayer County: 
ORVILLE L. Coapy, Judge. Affirmed. 


Paul L. Douglas, Attorney General, and Terry R. 
Schaaf, for appellant. 


Koenig & Murray, for appellee. 


Heard before BosLauGH, McCown, BRODKEY, and 
White, JJ., and Knapp, District Judge. 
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WHITE, J. 

This is an appeal by the Nebraska Liquor Control 
Commission from the order of the District Court for 
Thayer County which overturned the Commission’s 
order denying appellees Ortmans’ application for a 
retail beer license, off-sale only. The city council of 
Hebron, Nebraska, had recommended approval of 
the license. The protest was filed against the appli- 
cation by an agent of the Nebraska Liquor Control 
Commission. Prior to the hearing, in a letter dated 
August 11, 1977, the appellees were advised of the is- 
sues to be considered at that hearing which were as 
follows: ‘1. The need for an additional license 
within the community. 2. The propriety of issuing 
a license to be utilized in connection with a gas sta- 
tion.’’ The appellees were advised and the Commis- 
sion did take judicial notice from its records that 
there were two on and off-sale beer licenses, two 
nonprofit corporation licenses, one on-sale beer li- 
cense and two package liquor licenses existing with- 
in the community of Hebron, Nebraska. At the 
hearing on September 8, 1977, after finding the 
above judicially noted facts, the Commission found 
that these licenses currently in existence adequately 
served the needs of the community, and that the ap- 
plication should be denied. Neither the city of 
Hebron, the Legislature, nor the Commission has 
ever established any definitive policy relating to 
population-license ratios or absolute limits on the 
number of licenses as was present in Allen v. Ne- 
braska Liquor Control Commission, 179 Neb. 767, 140 
N. W. 2d 413. This case is controlled by Joe and Al’s 
IGA, Ine. v. Nebraska Liquor Control Commission, 
ante p. 176, 277 N. W. 2d 693, in which we said: 
‘‘The final reason given by the Commission was that 
there are 38 package licenses in Columbus, therefore 
there was no need for this license. This is sugges- 
tive of a requirement that there be a showing of 
public convenience and necessity such as is neces- 
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sary to obtain permits and licenses in the public 
utility and service area. Nowhere in the statutes re- 
lating to the liquor laws is there any such require- 
ment.”’ Had a ratio or limiting theory been adopted 
prior to the hearing in this case, the burden would be 
on the appellees to show such action limiting the 
number of licenses to be unreasonable or arbitrary. 
See Allen v. Nebraska Liquor Control Commission, 
supra. But no such regulation was in effect. The 
only basis for the denial as announced by the Com- 
mission being an absence of need, there was no suffi- 
cient reason to deny an otherwise proper application 
for a liquor license. See Joe and Al’s IGA, Ince. v. 
Nebraska Liquor Control Commission, supra. 

The finding of the District Court is correct and is 
affirmed. 

AFFIRMED. 


CHRISTIE C. JONES, APPELLANT, V. RICHARD 
H. FoutcH, APPELLEE. 
278 N. W. 2d 572 


Filed May 1, 1979. No. 42145. 


1. Verdicts: Motions, Rules, and Orders: Evidence. For the pur- 
pose of evaluating a motion for a directed verdict or a dismissal of 
a cause of action, all doubt must be resolved in favor of the party 
against whom the verdict or dismissal is urged. The truth of all 
evidence he has submitted must be assumed and he must be given 
the benefit of all inferences therefrom. The question must be 
whether, in view of these assumptions, the jury could properly 
bring in a verdict in his favor. 

2. Motor Vehicles: Negligence: Evidence: Guest Statute: Proxi- 
mate Cause. A guest to recover damages from his host for injury 
received by the guest while riding in a motor vehicle operated by 
the host must prove by the greater weight of the evidence in the 
case the gross negligence of the host relied upon by the guest and 
that it was the proximate cause of the accident and injury. 

3. Negligence. Gross negligence means great and excessive negli- 
gence; that is, negligence in a very high degree. It indicates the 
absence of slight care in the performance of a duty. 
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4. Motor Vehicles: Negligence. Significant in the determination of 
gross negligence is the presence or imminence of danger that is 
visible to, known by, or made known to a driver, together with per- 
sistence in negligence, heedless of the consequences. 

5. Negligence: Juries: Evidence. Whether gross negligence exists 
must be ascertained from the facts and circumstances of each par- 
ticular case and not from any fixed definition or rule. In case of 
doubt or where reasonable minds might differ the evidence must be 
resolved in favor of the existence of gross negligence, in which case 
it is a question for the jury. 

6. Motor Vehicles: Negligence. Excessive speed of a vehicle does 
not necessarily establish gross negligence, although it is a factor to 
be considered. 

7. Negligence: Evidence. Although any one of several acts of negli- 
gence proximately causing an accident might not, standing alone, 
constitute gross negligence, no one act should be separated from 
the whole of the acts and held to be the independent cause of the 
accident. The several acts are to be considered as a whole to de- 
termine whether or not gross negligence has been established. 


Appeal from the District Court for Douglas Coun- 
ty: RupoLtpH Trsar, Judge. Reversed and re- 
manded for a new trial. 


Robert C. Guinan of Guinan & Kolenda and Thom- 
as J. Culhane of Erickson, Sederstrom, Leigh, John- 
son, Koukol & Fortune, P.C., for appellant. 


J. Thomas Rowen of Miller & Rowen, P.C., for ap- 
pellee. 


Heard before Krivosna, C. J., WHITE, and Hast. 
INGSs, JJ., and COLWELL and Van PELT, District 
Judges. 


HASTINGS, J. 

This was an action for injuries brought by plain- 
tiff, a passenger on the 1971 Honda motorcycle being 
operated by the defendant on the 17th day of July 
1974 when it was involved in a one-vehicle accident 
near 55th and Center Streets in Omaha, Nebraska. 
Defendant’s motion for a directed verdict, made at 
the close of plaintiff’s case for the reason that plain- 
tiff being a guest passenger under section 39-6,191, 
R. R. S. 1948, had failed to establish that defendant 
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was guilty of gross negligence proximately causing 
the accident, was overruled. Defendant’s motion 
was renewed at the close of all of the evidence and 
was taken under advisement by the trial court. The 
case was submitted to the jury which returned a 10 
to 2 verdict in favor of the defendant, which was 
accepted by the court, and judgment on the verdict 
was rendered accordingly. Immediately thereafter, 
the trial court ruled in favor of the defendant and 
sustained defendant’s motion for a directed verdict, 
made at the close of all of the evidence and held un- 
der advisement, and the cause was ordered dis- 
missed. Plaintiff's motion for a new trial was over- 
ruled. Plaintiff appeals, assigning as error the giv- 
ing of certain instructions, misconduct of the trial 
judge in making unprovoked and unrequested com- 
ments to the jury regarding the law of the case dur- 
ing plaintiff’s closing argument, and the directing of 
a verdict in favor of the defendant. 

At the time of the accident, plaintiff was 15 years 
of age and a junior in high school, and defendant 
was 16 years of age. Defendant had a license to 
operate a motor vehicle, but not a license to operate 
a motorcycle. He had driven this particular motor- 
cycle two or three times before the accident. The 
parties had known each other for somewhere be- 
tween 6 months and 1 year before the accident, but 
would not consider themselves boy friend and girl 
friend. Plaintiff had never ridden with defendant on 
a motorcycle before, but had done so in an automo- 
bile and considered him to be a good driver. 

On the day of the accident, defendant stopped at 
plaintiff's house at about 5 o’clock in the afternoon, 
and plaintiff asked defendant to take her out to 
Cryer pool in Omaha for a swimming meet with the 
Hanscom pool swimming team with which plaintiff 
had some connection. All during the time they were 
driving out to the pool, plaintiff had no complaints 
about defendant’s driving. They arrived at the pool, 
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apparently located in the vicinity of 114th and Center 
Streets, around 6 o’clock. They left the pool some- 
time later and proceeded east on Center Street to the 
point of the accident, which occurred around 8 
o’clock in the evening. 

According to plaintiff, Center Street is a four-lane 
street except for about 2 blocks near 72nd Street. 
They proceeded in the curb lane without incident un- 
til they reached approximately 65th Avenue, travel- 
ing at a speed which kept them up with the flow of 
traffic. They had passed through the intersection 
with 65th Avenue when they were run off the street 
onto the dirt by an automobile pulling in front of 
them from a side street. Defendant slowed down; 
they proceeded on the shoulder of the street for 
about 150 feet and then pulled back onto Center 
Street, going pretty much with the flow of traffic. 
‘‘He had to gain a little speed to get back onto the 
road. Then it was fine after we did.’’ They went 
through the intersection of 64th Avenue with a green 
light. An automobile, in which a friend by the name 
of Kelly Cotton was riding, passed them just after 
they were forced off the road. They passed the in- 
tersection with 63rd Street and the traffic was 
‘pretty heavy’’ going both east and west on Center 
Street. About this time, defendant accelerated ‘‘a 
little trying to get past some of the cars, because it 
was pretty well congested.’’ Defendant was going 
faster than the flow of traffic, accelerating, and the 
traffic was ‘rather heavy.’’ They had been travel- 
ing in the outside lane until about halfway between 
63rd and 60th Streets when defendant began switch- 
ing lanes, trying to pass some of the traffic. As they 
approached 60th Street, they were driving between 
the lanes, between cars, going faster all of the time, 
“especially through the intersection here, because if 
I remember right the light was just turning when 
Rick and I were coming through. So we beat all the 
cars through, because he didn’t have to slow down, 
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and they were ata stop.” Plaintiff said they were 
accelerating as they reached the intersection with 
60th Street, but she didn’t know how fast they were 
going. She looked over defendant’s shoulder and 
saw something that read 90, but didn’t know what it 
was. At that time she told defendant to slow down. 
That was because she at first thought he wanted to 
get through the cars and would then slow down, but 
he just kept going faster and faster. 

Just as they got past the railroad tracks, about 1 
block east of 60th Street, they saw the automobile in 
which Kelly Cotton was riding, which was in the in- 
side lane. Defendant passed this car in the outside 
lane, still accelerating. They traveled about 11% to 2 
blocks after this, defendant continuing to accelerate. 
Plaintiff said she told him to slow down and still 
thought he would because she knew a curve was 
coming. Defendant pulled back over into the inside 
lane but, although they had been on this same street 
earlier in the evening, defendant didn’t slow down 
for the curve. There was no other eastbound traffic 
ahead of them and, as they took the curve, they 
didn’t make it and crashed into the guard rail. Asa 
result of the accident, plaintiff suffered severe, pain- 
ful, and permanently disabling injuries. 

On cross-examination, plaintiff stated she had rid- 
den in an automobile with defendant before this 
time, but never on a motorcycle, although she had 
ridden as a passenger on motorcycles perhaps 10 
times before this accident. She stated that in her 
opinion the sole cause of the accident was the speed 
at which defendant was operating the motorcycle. 

Kelly Cotton testified that they were proceeding in 
the inside lane and the defendant’s motorcycle 
passed them in the outside lane ‘‘right around the 
railroad tracks.’’ The vehicle in which the witness 
was riding was going about 35 to 40 miles per hour. 
He thought the motorcycle was going 45 to 50 miles 
an hour, and that the accident occurred about 2 or 3 
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blocks farther down the street. Defendant never 
changed lanes, did not weave between lanes, and 
went straight on until they hit the curb on the curve. 

Gary Gernandat, a police officer, interviewed the 
defendant shortly after the accident and was told by 
him that just east of the railroad tracks he must 
have hit some gravel or something, but that he 
wasn’t going too fast and the next thing he knew, he 
hit the guard rail. The officer stated his investiga- 
tion revealed no gravel, sand, or other type of ob- 
struction, but he had observed one skid mark lead- 
ing from the guard rail and curb area which was hit, 
running in a southwesterly direction in the outside 
lane for 61 feet. He testified that the speed limit in 
this area was 35 miles per hour. 

A witness by the name of Cornelius Coleman, who 
was not acquainted with either party, had been pro- 
ceeding west on Center Street at the time of the acci- 
dent. He observed defendant pass a couple of cars 
about 600 to 1,000 feet before the accident. He said it 
seemed like the defendant ‘‘cut back’’ and lost con- 
trol. He estimated the speed of the motorcycle at 
between 50 and 55 miles per hour. 

Defendant testified he was driving between 35 to 
40 miles per hour. He started around the curve and 
was leaning into the curve; he didn’t know whether 
plaintiff was leaning with him, but they didn’t make 
the curve. He said plaintiff had been riding real 
‘‘good’’ as a passenger before the accident. 

Steven Jensen, an expert in the operation of mo- 
torcycles, testified that on a curve, if the passenger 
does not lean into the curve with the driver, it tends 
to make the vehicle want to run in a straight line, 
making it hard to turn. He also testified he would 
not recommend traveling at a speed of 55 miles per 
hour within the city limits on a four-lane street 
making a curve. 

The threshold question in this case is whether or 
not there was sufficient evidence of gross negli- 
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gence, on the part of defendant proximately causing 
the accident, to justify submitting the case to a jury. 
A motion for a directed verdict was made by the de- 
fendant at the close of plaintiff's case and again at 
the close of all the evidence, so the issue was square- 
ly presented to the trial court. For the purpose of 
evaluating a motion for a directed verdict or a dis- 
missal of a cause of action, all doubt must be re- 
solved in favor of the party against whom the ver- 
dict or dismissal is urged. The truth of all evidence 
he has submitted must be assumed and he must be 
given the benefit of all inferences therefrom. The 
question must be whether, in view of these assump- 
tions, the jury could properly bring in a verdict in 
his favor. 

As stated in Davis v. Landis Outboard Marine Co., 
179 Neb. 391, 188 N. W. 2d 474 (1965): ‘‘ ‘A guest to 
recover damages from his host for injury received 
by the guest while riding in a motor vehicle operated 
by the host must prove by the greater weight of the 
evidence in the case the gross negligence of the host 
relied upon by the guest and that it was the proxi- 
mate cause of the accident and injury. Gross-negli- 
gence means great and excessive negligence; that 
is, negligence in a very high degree. It indicates the 
absence of slight care in the performance of a 
duty.’ ”’ 

Looking at the evidence in the light most favorable 
to the plaintiff, the jury could have found that 
defendant was 16 years of age, without a great deal 
of experience operating a motorcycle; that although 
he possessed a motor vehicle driver’s license, he did 
not possess a motorcycle operator’s license and had 
only driven this particular motorcycle 2 or 3 times 
before this accident; that although defendant had 
been driving in a very satisfactory manner until 
about 6 or 7 blocks before the point of the accident, 
as they reached 68rd Street defendant began ac- 
celerating, going faster than the flow of traffic 
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which had become quite congested, and switching 
lanes to pass automobiles; that as they approached 
60th Street defendant did not attempt to switch lanes 
but was driving between lanes of automobiles, going 
faster all of the time, and he went through the inter- 
section during the change of the traffic light. The 
jury could further find that plaintiff told defendant 
to slow down but he just kept going faster and 
faster; that as they passed a car of a friend at the 
railroad tracks near 61st Street and continued to ac- 
celerate, plaintiff again told defendant to slow down 
because they both knew the curve was coming. The 
jury could have found the speed of defendant’s mo- 
torcycle to have been 50 to 55 miles per hour in a 35 
mile-an-hour zone, which an expert felt was not rec- 
ommended under the circumstances; that a skid 
mark extended 61 feet straight to the curb where the 
collision with the guard rail occurred; and that the 
defendant didn’t know what happened except they 
just didn’t make the curve. 

Under those set of facts, it is obvious that defend- 
ant, a relatively inexperienced motorcycle driver 
without an operator’s license and the demonstration 
of proficiency required by such license was operat- 
ing his vehicle as much as 15 to 20 miles in excess of 
the speed limit in an area where the traffic was 
heavy and congested; that he not only was going 
from lane to lane, but was driving between the 
lanes; and that he was aware of the impending 
curve and had been twice warned by plaintiff to slow 
down, but continued in his negligent operation. 

This court said in Luther v. Pawling, 195 Neb. 679, 
240 N. W. 2d 42 (1976): ‘‘In our past decisions we 
have commented upon the difficulty of color-match- 
ing cases in this area. However, beyond what we 
have said above about the principles governing the 
determination of gross negligence, we have held to 
be significant the presence or imminence of danger 
that is visible to, known by, or made known to a 
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driver, together with the persistence in negligence 
apparently heedless of the consequences. These 
factors should be given material, if not controlling, 
significance.’ Also, in Werner v. Grabenstein, 165 
Neb. 231, 85 N. W. 2d 297 (1957): ‘‘The evidence 
referred to above discloses that the driver of the 
truck had knowledge of the imminence of danger. 
He was thrice cautioned by the other occupants but 
he persisted in his negligent driving. He had an 
abundant opportunity to desist from his reckless- 
ness. The facts indicate quite clearly that he was 
heedless of the consequences that might and did 
quickly ensue from his acts and omissions that 
should be characterized as grossly negligent. These 
involve not only rate of speed but other matters such 
as repeated warnings and requests that he reduce 
the speed of the truck because he was going too fast, 
adverse conditions of the road, and the nature of the 
vehicle he was operating. These were all known to 
the driver and they enhanced the perils to which he 
subjected his guest.’’ Finally, in Demont v. Mattson, 
188 Neb. 277, 196 N. W. 2d 190 (1972), the rule has 
been stated as follows: ‘‘This court has frequently 
reiterated in slightly varying language that whether 
gross negligence exists must be ascertained from 
the facts and circumstances of each particular case 
and not from any fixed definition or rule. Boismier 
v. Maragues, supra. In case of doubt or where rea- 
sonable minds might differ the evidence must be re- 
solved in favor of the existence of gross negligence, 
in which case it is a question for the jury.”’ 

The evidence permitted a finding of danger known 
to the defendant, persistence of negligent driving 
on his part, failure to heed the warnings of plain- 
tiff, and disregard of the consequences that might 
be suffered by the plaintiff. The evidence supports 
a finding of gross negligence, and the trial court 
was correct in submitting the case to the jury and 
incorrect in later sustaining defendant’s motion 
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for a directed verdict after receiving the jury’s ver- 
dict. 

It is a somewhat unusual situation to have a trial 
court sustain a motion for a directed verdict for the 
defendant after having received a jury verdict in fa- 
vor of the defendant and entering judgment on the 
same. However, that is precisely what happened in 
this case. If there is no prejudicial error in the trial 
and submission of the case, the verdict stands and 
the granting of the motion is superfluous. On the 
other hand, if plaintiff is correct and there were 
prejudicial errors, then the case must be reversed 
and remanded for a new trial. 

Plaintiff complains that the court’s instructions 
are erroneous in that they told the jury that exces- 
sive speed itself could not constitute gross negli- 
gence and this was confusing to the jury in that it 
implied to the jury that it could segregate speed 
from the other allegations and consider it separately 
in weighing the presence or absence of gross negli- 
gence. 

By instruction No. 19 the court told the jury as fol- 
lows: ‘You are instructed that under the Nebraska 
Motor Vehicle Guest Statute, gross negligence 
means great or excessive negligence in a very high 
degree. It indicates the absence of even slight care 
in the performance of a duty. It also means an 
entire failure to exercise care or the exercise of so 
slight a degree of care as to justify the belief that 
there was an indifference to the safety of others. 
There is no fixed rule for the ascertainment of what 
is gross negligence under the Nebraska Guest Stat- 
ute, but whether or not gross negligence exists must 
be determined from the facts and circumstances in 
each case.’’ Although that instruction may very 
well have been approved, standing alone, it was not 
the approved instruction, NJI No. 7.51, requested by 
the plaintiff. In that regard, this court adopted rule 
(a) at page IX of NJI as follows: ‘‘Whenever Ne- 
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braska Jury Instructions (NJI) contains an instruc- 
tion applicable in a Civil or Criminal Case, and the 
Court, giving due consideration to the facts and the 
prevailing law, determines that the jury should be 
instructed on the subject, the Nebraska Jury In- 
struction shall be used.’’ (Emphasis supplied.) By 
not following that admonition, the trial judge fell 
into the all-too-easy trap of cutting and pasting ex- 
ceptions and qualifications. For example, by in- 
struction No. 18, he defined a guest and set forth the 
requirement of Nebraska law that before a guest 
may recover, the guest must prove gross negligence 
on the part of the host. However, before having at- 
tempted the general definition of gross negligence 
which appeared in the later instruction No. 19, he 
offered one definition of what it wasn’t: ‘‘Gross 
negligence does not necessarily extend to wanton or 
wilful or intentional disregard for the guest’s safe- 
ty.’”’ He then added another statement which should 
have been incorporated within the general definition 
of gross negligence: ‘It may arise from a series of 
acts or omissions, or both, none of which standing 
alone would constitute more than ordinary negli- 
gence, but which taken together may establish gross 
negligence. In such cases it is for the jury to deter- 
mine whether a defendant is guilty of gross or ordi- 
nary negligence.’’ Then followed instruction No. 19, 
previously quoted. However, there is a further at- 
tempt to define gross negligence, or rather what is 
not gross negligence, in the following language 
taken from instruction No. 20: ‘‘The line of demar- 
cation between gross and ordinary negligence is not 
always clear. However, you are instructed that 
momentary inattention in the operation of a motor 
vehicle does not ordinarily in itself amount to gross 
negligence. This is true even where such inatten- 
tion is voluntary and in no manner induced by a dis- 
tracting influence. You are further instructed that 
the operation of a motor vehicle at a rate of speed 
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prohibited by law is not in itself gross negligence.”’ 
The plaintiff specifically objected to this instruction 
at the instruction conference and requested instead 
the giving of NJI No. 7.51. 

What has happened, it seems, is that the trial 
court took abstract and isolated statements of law 
made by this court in prior cases, intended for direc- 
tion of the trial court, explaining why the court 
should or should not have directed a verdict. For 
example, in the instruction. conference the trial 
court stated: ‘‘That is an exact statement from the 
case of Calvert, as I remember.”’ This is true, but 
in Calvert v. Miller, 163 Neb. 501, 80 N. W. 2d 123 
(1957), the trial court submitted the case to the jury 
which resulted in a verdict for the plaintiff. In that 
case, the defendant driver was attempting to pass 
another automobile on the highway when the latter, 
without warning, signal, or justification, turned 
partially into the passing lane. In reversing the 
case and ordering it dismissed, this court said: 
‘‘There is no proof that he [defendant] did not have 
complete control of the automobile he was operating 
until the Olsen car was suddenly turned to the left 
and, to some extent, into the passing lane in which 
the Chrysler car had moved or was entering for the 
purpose of passing the Olsen car. There is no evi- 
dence that Olsen gave any signal or warning that he 
was intending to change the position of his car and 
direct it toward or into the lane to his left or that 
Gary Miller had or could have had any notice or rea- 
son to believe that Olsen would do so. The record 
permits an inference that Gary Miller was justified 
in assuming that the Olsen car would continue in the 
right traffic lane of the highway and that it could be 
safely passed as the operator of the Chrysler car in- 
tended and was attempting to do. Belik v. War- 
socki, 126 Neb. 560, 253 N. W. 689. It is a permissible 
inference from the facts that the cause of the acci- 
dent was the failure of Olsen to give proper attention 
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to the traffic to his rear and his improper conduct 
under the circumstances. There is no reason to con- 
clude that the Chrysler car would not have safely 
passed the Olsen car without incident but for the un- 
fortunate failure and conduct of Olsen as recited 
above. 

‘‘There is emphasis on the high rate of speed of 
the Chrysler car. Excessive or improper speed may 
be evidence of negligence but excessive speed is not 
alone gross negligence. * * * The situation portrayed 
by the record may not reasonably be held to disclose 
that Gary Miller was guilty of gross negligence with- 
in the meaning of the guest statute.”’ 

In O’Neill v. Henke, 167 Neb. 631, 94 N. W. 2d 322 
(1959), the trial court directed a verdict against the 
plaintiff and dismissed the case. In reversing and 
ordering a new trial, this court did state: ‘‘The rule 
is: ‘Excessive speed of a vehicle does not neces- 
sarily establish gross negligence, although it is a 
factor to be considered.’ ’’ (Emphasis supplied.) 
The court went on to discuss the additional claims of 
negligence, involving control, lookout, unreasonable 
speed under the circumstances (in addition to speed 
over the lawful limit referred to in the quotation 
above), and concluded that ‘‘ ‘a jury question was in 
our opinion presented as to whether or not, under the 
circumstances here, the things which defendant did 
and failed to do amounted to negligence in a very 
high degree, i.e., gross negligence.’ ”’ 

In Carley v. Meinke, 181 Neb. 648, 150 N. W. 2d 256 
(1967), the trial court directed a verdict for the de- 
fendant and on appeal this court reversed and 
remanded for a new trial. After stating that the evi- 
dence, if believed, would support a finding of exces- 
sive speed under the circumstances, lack of control, 
warnings to the driver, etc., this court went on to 
say: ‘‘It is also true that any one of the foregoing 
acts of negligence might not, standing alone, consti- 
tute gross negligence. * * * ‘It is apparent that no 
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one act of the defendant can be separated from the 
whole of these acts and held to be the independent 
cause of this accident. Under these circumstances, 
each act is not to be segregated and weighed sepa- 
rately to determine whether or not it constituted 
gross negligence. The several acts are to be consid- 
ered as a whole. While each of several acts, stand- 
ing alone, may not exceed the bounds of ordinary 
negligence, yet, taken together, they may establish 
gross negligence.’ ”’ 

The point of all this is to attempt to demonstrate 
that although the statements taken from prior cases 
and included in the instructions were correct ab- 
stract statements of the law as far as they went, 
they were not intended to instruct a jury, but rather 
the judge, as to why the case should or should not 
have been submitted to a jury. Had the instructions 
included all the explanatory information set forth in 
the quotations, the jury might well have been better 
able to understand what yardstick to use. The court 
is not unmindful of the frequently-stated rule that 
any one instruction should be considered in the light 
of all the others and will not support a claim of prej- 
udice if the meaning of the instruction is reasonably 
clear and does not tend to confuse the jury. How- 
ever, it seems to us, in this case, there was no valid 
reason for pointing out that speed alone is not in it- 
self gross negligence any more than it would have 
been valid to individually discuss the other items of 
negligence submitted by the court, i.e., lack of look- 
out or control, and absence of a valid motorcycle li- 
cense as provided by law. 

“Excessive speed of a vehicle does not necessarily 
establish gross negligence, although it is a factor to 
be considered. 60 C. J. S., Motor Vehicles, § 404, p. 
1030. ‘* * * it is not necessary in all cases that the 
operator of a car be aware of impending danger in 
order to hold him guilty of gross negligence, but that 
is a circumstance which should be considered.’ ”’ 
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Cunning v. Knott, 157 Neb. 170, 59 N. W. 2d 180 
(1953). Speed cannot be considered in a vacuum; it 
is a relative factor which must be considered in light 
of other surrounding circumstances. Had the trial 
court, even after having attempted to isolate speed, 
gone immediately ahead in the same instruction No. 
20 with the correct words from NJI No. 7.51: ‘‘In 
this respect, no one act is to be segregated and 
weighed separately to determine whether or not it 
constituted gross negligence. Instead the several 
acts are to be considered as a whole.’’, rather than 
require the jury to refer back to instruction No. 18 
which contained the somewhat less mandatory 
words: ‘‘It may arise from a series of acts or omis- 
sions, or both, none of which standing alone would 
constitute more than ordinary negligence, but which 
taken together may establish gross negligence.’’, it 
might very well have been acceptable. Neverthe- 
less, in this case we feel that the instruction com- 
plained of unduly emphasized and isolated one ele- 
ment of negligence which, standing alone, did not 
constitute gross negligence, without a clear admoni- 
tion that it should be considered together with all 
other factors. As a result, it had a tendency to con- 
fuse and mislead the jury. Although certainly not 
determinative of this court’s finding, the fact that 
the jury wrote the following note to the trial judge 
after submission of the case affords some evidence 
of corroboration of the same: ‘‘We are having trouble 
clarifying Gross Negligence. It seems that the two 
parts to the definition contradict each [other]. Is 
Gross Negligence (1) A series of negligent acts (ex 
3/out of 4) [sic] or (2) Willful distruction [sic] (3) 
or both.’”’ The trial court responded with supple- 
mental instruction No. 1 as follows: ‘In answer to 
your question, the definition of gross negligence is 
adequately stated in Instructions 18, 19 and 20. The 
Instructions do not contradict each other, and are 
the law in the State of Nebraska. You will kindly re- 
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read Instructions 18, 19, and 20, because they are not 
inconsistent.’’ Had the trial court utilized NJI No. 
7.51 rather than attempting a piecemeal definition 
by reciting what gross negligence was not, such con- 
fusion probably would not have resulted. 

Whenever applicable and practicable, Nebraska 
Jury Instructions (NJI) are to be used when charg- 
ing the jury, but if it becomes necessary to draft a 
special definitional instruction it should, whenever 
possible, be placed in an affirmative rather than a 
negative posture. 

The other error claimed by plaintiff’s attorney oc- 
curred during the last 6 minutes of plaintiff’s re- 
buttal argument. Unfortunately, according to plain- 
tiff’s affidavit, no court reporter was immediately 
available to make a record of what had transpired, 
although at the request of plaintiff’s attorney the 
proceedings were halted to make an attempt to lo- 
cate one. It was agreed the argument would pro- 
ceed and the jury was instructed and retired to de- 
liberate at 12:10 p.m. A record was then made at 
12:15 p.m., in which, as might be expected, there 
was some disagreement as to what the facts truly 
were. In this regard, it might be well to point out 
that even though neither the statutes nor the rules of 
the court specifically require the presence in court 
of the reporter throughout every phase of the trial, it 
is certainly advisable that one be available. 

When the record was made, plaintiff's counsel 
stated that in rebuttal to the argument of defend- 
ant’s counsel, he, plaintiff’s counsel, said: ‘‘ ‘Tak- 
ing the logical extension of Mr. Rowen’s argument, I 
would ask you if he is trying to tell you that a vehicle 
in which you would be a guest passenger’ — and I 
suggested that perhaps it might even be the jurors 
themselves on their way home — ‘and that it was 
traveling 100 miles an hour on Dodge Street,’ and I 
was about to get into the point of giving the traffic 
situation on Dodge Street and the fact it’s a two-lane 
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street, and just as I was about to discuss these other 
pertinent factors, Judge Tesar interjected and said, 
‘That’s right, that’s right.’ ’’ The trial judge dis- 
agreed and said: ‘‘The only difference is that the 
statement was a little different from what was put 
into the record. The statement was, ‘Do you mean 
to tell me if a person goes 100 miles an hour on 
Dodge Street that that is not gross negligence?’ and 
the Court said, ‘Yes, I mean to tell you that.’ He 
said, ‘You mean to tell me going 100 is not gross neg- 
ligence,’ and used the words gross negligence, with- 
out any question, and that’s why I stopped you.”’ 
Plaintiff's counsel replied: ‘‘At that point I was just 
about to extend the original part of the argument 
concerning Dodge Street and I wasn’t allowed to 
continue that; that’s when he said, ‘That’s right, 
that’s right,’ to the jury. The judge replied, ‘‘I said 
that; that’s exactly right as to what I said because 
you asked the question and I answered it for you.”’ 
Plaintiff's attorney replied: ‘‘Further, the defend- 
ant’s argument was based, as far as liability is con- 
cerned, strictly on the issue as to whether or not the 
plaintiff had shown speed alone, so this became the 
focal point of the whole final argument and the inter- 
jection by the Judge was directed to that area.’’ It 
appears from that portion of the record that plain- 
tiff’s attorney was asking a rhetorical question of the 
jury, expecting an answer only in their verdict, but 
the trial judge volunteered his answer. 

The affidavit of plaintiff's attorney made some 3 
days later and being a part of the transcript, al- 
though being somewhat more in detail and contain- 
ing conclusions of counsel, is not substantially differ- 
ent from the record made. From that portion of the 
bill of exceptions constituting argument on the mo- 
tion for a new trial, it is obvious that defendant’s at- 
torney interpreted the judge’s remarks as instruct- 
ing plaintiff’s attorney that such attorney’s state- 
ments earlier referred to were improper. 
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It is practically impossible to draw any firm and 
accurate conclusions as to what occurred without an 
actual recording, not only of the words spoken but 
the manner as well as the tone of voice employed. 
Any time a lawyer in his argument to the jury at- 
tempts to figuratively expand the record with hyper- 
bolic examples, he runs the risk of an admonition by 
the court, whether requested by opposing counsel or 
not. On the other hand, the trial judge should con- 
fine himself to such admonitions, not attempt to am- 
plify his written instructions, and refrain from re- 
marks that are calculated in any way or may have 
the tendency to influence the minds of the jury. It is 
our opinion that although the comments made by the 
trial judge, whatever they in fact were, may not 
have been sufficient to constitute reversible error, at 
least they had to have the effect of exacerbating the 
prejudical effect of the isolation of speed as set forth 
in the court’s instructions. 

From a consideration of all of the facts and cir- 
cumstances, it is our opinion that error was present, 
as set forth above, which was prejudical to the plain- 
tiff. Accordingly, the judgment of the trial court is 
reversed, both as to the verdict of the jury and the 
dismissal by the court, and the cause is remanded 
for a new trial. 

REVERSED AND REMANDED FOR 
A NEW TRIAL. 
CoLweL1, District Judge, concurs in result. 
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THE OMAHA NATIONAL BANK, A NATIONAL BANKING 

ASSOCIATION, APPELLEE, V. CONTINENTAL WESTERN 

CORPORATION, A CORPORATION, ET AL., APPELLEES, 
IMPLEADED WITH DAVE BENNETT, INC., A CORPORATION, 
GUNDERSON’S INC., A CORPORATION, BANK OF MILLARD, 

A CORPORATION, AND M & S GRADING, INC., 
A CORPORATION, APPELLANTS. 
278 N. W. 2d 339 


Filed May 1, 1979. No. 42150. 


1. Foreclosure: Mortgages: Property. A court has jurisdiction 
and power to include, within a decree of foreclosure of a real estate 
mortgage, provisions for the disposition of the proceeds of the sale 
of the property. 

2. Foreclosure: Liens: Equity. When marshaling of assets is 
sought by a junior lien holder, equities are determined as of the 
time when such request is made. 

3. Foreclosure: Liens: Mortgages. When the holder of a first real 
estate mortgage upon property subsequently encumbered in sepa- 
rate parcels to junior lien holders seeks foreclosure, such first lien 
will be enforced against the entire security; junior lien holders will 
bear the burden of such first lien in proportion to the value of the 
parcels upon which they have claims; any surplus remaining after 
the satisfaction of the first lien should be apportioned among junior 
lien holders in proportion to the value of the parcels in which they 
have an interest. 

4. Decrees: Res Judicata. After the time for appeal has expired, the 
provisions of a decree are res judicata and binding upon all the par- 
ties to the action. 


Appeal from the District Court for Sarpy County: 
Raymond J. Case, Judge. Reversed and remanded 
with instructions. 


Robert T. Cannella of Fitzgerald, Brown, Leahy, 
Strom, Schorr & Barmettler, for appellant Gunder- 
son’s. 


James E. Lang of Marer, Venteicher, Strasheim, 
Seidler, Laughlin & Murray, P.C., for appellant M & 
S Grading. 


Kennedy, Holland, DeLacy & Svoboda, for appel- 
lant Dave Bennett. 
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James C. Cripe of Kelly, Cripe & Wellman, for ap- 
pellees Automation and Alfab. 


Heard before Krivosna, C. J., CLINTON, and Hast- 
Incs, JJ., and Sruart, District Judge, and Kuns, Re- 
tired District Judge. 


Kuns, Retired District Judge. 

This is an action for the foreclosure of a real es- 
tate mortgage brought by The Omaha National Bank, 
the plaintiff, against Continental Western Corpora- 
tion and others, including junior lienors, defendants. 

The District Court for Sarpy County, Nebraska, 
entered a decree of foreclosure, adjudicating vari- 
ous amounts due from the Continental Western Cor- 
poration and the extent and priority of liens for such 
amounts. On appeal by Dave Bennett, Inc., andM & 
S Grading, Inc., from the portion of such decree dis- 
allowing mechanic’s liens claimed by each of said 
parties separately, this court affirmed the decree as 
to Dave Bennett, Inc., and reversed as to M & S 
Grading, Inc., establishing its mechanic’s lien as to 
lots 1 to 402, Coronado subdivision, Sarpy County, 
Nebraska, for the amount claimed by it. See 
Omaha Nat. Bank v. Continental Western Corp., 202 
Neb. 238, 274 N. W. 2d 867. None of the remaining 
parties appealed from the decree. During the pend- 
ency of such appeal, the security was sold at fore- 
closure sale and the same was duly confirmed by the 
District Court. Thereafter, applications for the dis- 
tribution of the surplus were made by several junior 
lien holders. The order for distribution granted the 
applications of Alfab, Inc., and Automation, Inc., the 
appellees. This appeal, from the order of distribu- 
tion of the surplus, is by Gunderson’s, Inc., M&S 
Grading, Inc., Bank of Millard, and Dave Bennett, 
Inc., appellants, who assign error. We sustain the 
assignments of error and reverse and remand the 
cause with instructions. 

It is not necessary to summarize either the evi- 
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dence or the portion of the record as to those mat- 
ters which preceded the entry of the decree of fore- 
closure. That decree, as corrected in accordance 
with the previous opinion of this court, is res judicata 
as to all parties. 

On September 9, 1977, the trial court found the 
amount due each creditor of the defendant, Conti- 
nental Western Corporation, fixed the priority there- 
of, and ordered the foreclosure. The real estate, 
which was the security for the first lien of The 
Omaha National Bank, consisted of two noncontigu- 
ous tracts designated as the Antilles and Coronado 
properties. In paragraph 18 of the decree, the trial 
court found priorities generally as follows: Tract A, 
“‘The Coronado Property,’’ containing lots 1 to 402, 
inclusive, and lots ‘‘A,’”’ ‘“‘B,”’ and ‘‘C,’’ in Coronado 
subdivision in Sarpy County, Nebraska, all subject 
to first lien in favor of The Omaha National Bank, 
except lots 396 to 399, inclusive, and part of lot ‘‘C’’ 
in the southwest quarter of Section 28, Township 14 
North, Range 11 East of the 6th P.M., Sarpy County, 
Nebraska, and eight different parcels thereof sub- 
ject to junior liens as stated by the court; Tract B, 
‘“‘The Antilles Property,’’ described by metes and 
bounds, all subject to first lien in favor of The 
Omaha National Bank, and two parcels thereof sub- 
ject to junior liens as stated by the court. Lots 396 
to 399, inclusive, of the Coronado property were not 
subject to lien of The Omaha National Bank, but to a 
first lien held by the First National Bank and two 
junior liens; the portion of lot ‘‘C’’ in the southwest 
quarter of Section 28, Township 14 North, Range 11 
East of the 6th P.M., Sarpy County, Nebraska, was 
not subject to the lien of The Omaha National Bank, 
but to a first lien held by Gunderson’s, Inc., and 
three subordinate liens. In paragraph 19 of the de- 
cree, the court directed that upon foreclosure sale, 
all of the real estate should first be offered for sale 
by parcels in the following order: (1) All of the 
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Antilles property; (2) lots 396 to 399, inclusive, of the 
Coronado property; (3) the part of lot ‘‘C’’ in the 
southwest quarter of Section 28, Township 14 North, 
Range 11 East of the 6th P.M., Sarpy County, Ne- 
braska; and (4) lots 1 to 395, inclusive, lots 400 to 
402, inclusive, and lots ‘‘A,’’ ‘‘B,’’ and ‘‘C,’’ except 
that parcel in (3). Offering the property as an en- 
tirety was authorized but the bids for the entirety 
were not sufficient and the bids for the parcels were 
finally accepted. Lienors were authorized to bid 
separate portions of their secured debts upon differ- 
ent parcels. In paragraph 20, the court directed that 
the proceeds of the sale be applied to the payment of 
costs and the satisfaction in whole or in part of the 
first liens; that the surplus, if any, should remain in 
the hands of the clerk for disbursement pursuant to 
the further order of the court; and that such surplus 
should be subject to the lien of the junior lien holders 
in the same order in which they bound the real es- 
tate, to be distributed by the court according to their 
respective equities and priorities. 

Next appears this proviso: ‘‘[P]rovided, how- 
ever, such surplus sale proceeds shall first be di- 
vided between ‘The Antilles Property’ and ‘The 
Coronado Property’ in the same proportion as such 
separate tracts contributed to the creation of such 
surplus funds, such proportion to be the same pro- 
portion as the respective aggregate highest bids for 
each such tract bore to one another when the real es- 
tate was offered for sale by parcels as above pro- 
vided whether such bids were finally accepted or 
not, and after such division, the liens of the junior 
lienholders on each such tract shall attach to the 
portion of the surplus sale proceeds so attributed 
thereto and their respective rights in such portions 
of the surplus funds shall thereafter be separately 
determined as above stated.’’ The return of the 
sheriff to the order of sale showed that the parcels 
were sold as follows: (1) The Antilles property to 
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S.W.N., Inc., for $100,000; (2) lots 396 to 399, inclu- 
sive, in Coronado property to the First National 
Bank, Council Bluffs, for $71,000; (3) part of lot ‘‘C”’ 
of Coronado property, in the southwest quarter of 
Section 28, Township 14 North, Range 11 East of the 
6th P.M., Sarpy County, Nebraska, to Gunderson’s, 
Inc., for $15,000; and (4) lots 1 to 395, inclusive, lots 
400 to 402, inclusive, and lots ‘‘A,’”’ ‘‘B,’”’ and ‘‘C,”’ ex- 
cept that parcel in (3) to The Omaha National Bank 
for $385,423.27. 

By an addendum the sheriff reported the unsuc- 
cessful offer of the entirety and also that The Omaha 
National Bank had bid the sum of $75,000 for the par- 
cel referred to in (1), but said bid was not accepted. 
The trial court confirmed the sale and directed the 
making of deeds to the high bidders. Upon the pay- 
ment of bids and the application of lien payments, 
this left a surplus of $25,000 to be applied to the pay- 
ment of costs and the balance for distribution among 
the lien holders junior to The Omaha National Bank. 
The appellees contended that the bid of S.W.N. for 
the parcel referred to in (1) produced the entire sur- 
plus and that it should be apportioned between them 
in proportion to their lien interests in the Antilles 
property. Appellants contended that the amount of 
the surplus should be divided into two parts between 
the Antilles and Coronado properties according to 
the proviso quoted above and that such parts should 
then be apportioned among junior lien holders. The 
trial court upheld the contention of the appellees and 
ordered distribution accordingly. 

The proceeds of the sale of the parcels referred to 
in (2) and (3), not subject to the lien of The Omaha 
National Bank, are not material to nor involved in 
this appeal. 

It is first necessary to consider whether paragraph 
20 of the decree of foreclosure is binding upon the 
court and the parties and whether it requires a pro- 
portionate division of surplus proceeds between the 
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Antilles and Coronado properties. The trial court 
did have jurisdiction and the power to order the dis- 
position of the proceeds of the sale. 59C. J. S., Mort- 
gages, §§ 689 and 692, pp. 1251 and 1257. The par- 
ties, by their failure to appeal the provisions for the 
disposition of proceeds, have become bound by the 
terms of said decree. The parties to this appeal con- 
cede this point by arguing only the meaning of para- 
graph 20. The merits of paragraph 20 are not pre- 
sented by this appeal and we do not hold that surplus 
proceeds should be subject to a preliminary division 
as here provided, if such issue were presented in this 
appeal. 

In the more usual and frequent cases where mar- 
shaling of assets is ordered, the primary lienor has 
security, a part of which is subject to a second lien. 
Equity will then, if requested by the subordinate 
lienor, require the prior lienor to satisfy his claim so 
far as possible by resort to the part of his security 
not subject to the subordinate lien. The equities are 
determined at the time when marshaling is sought; 
a first lienor who has previously released a part of 
his security does not lose any of his priority over the 
subordinate. First State Bank v. Niklasson, 116 
Neb. 718, 218 N. W. 744. 

When the first lienor forecloses a lien upon one or 
more tracts which have been encumbered to several 
junior lienors in several separate parcels, the pri- 
mary lien should be enforced against the entire se- 
curity so that each junior lienor will bear the burden 
of the first lien in proportion to the value of the par- 
cel upon which he has a claim; any surplus arising 
after the satisfaction of the first lien should then be 
apportioned among the junior lien holders according 
to the respective values of their security. Bryson v. 
Newtown Real Estate & Development Corporation, 
153 Conn. 267, 216 A. 2d 176; Vandever Invest. Co., 
Inc. v. H. E. Leonhardt Lbr. Co., 503 P. 2d 185 
(Okla.); Annotation, 76 A.L.R. 3d 326. When, how- 
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ever, several junior lienors have taken security upon 
the same tract, their relative priority will depend 
upon the time when their liens attached. 

An examination of paragraph 20 shows that the 
court was making a move toward apportionment by 
providing that any surplus should be divided be- 
tween the Antilles property and the Coronado prop- 
erty in proportion to the amounts realized from 
each. This provision was clear and definite. It was 
not provided that there should be a comparison of 
the amounts bid upon each tract by unsuccessful 
bidders. It is very possible that bidders might vary 
their bids between tracts for tactical reasons to pro- 
mote their own interests, even though acting in good 
faith. In this case, the trial court found that the 
high bid on each tract represented the fair value 
thereof, and that a resale would not produce a great- 
er amount. There is no such finding as to the bid of 
The Omaha National Bank upon the Antilles prop- 
erty. There would be a different situation if, during 
the course of the proceedings leading to the entry of 
the decree, the amount of the debt and lien had been 
divided between the two properties and each was or- 
dered sold for the satisfaction of the separate lien 
against it. It would have been simple to determine 
separate surpluses. The Omaha National Bank, 
however, would have surely appealed from such a 
restriction upon the operation of its lien. 

The trial court failed to apply the clear provisions 
of paragraph 20 and to allocate the amount of the 
surplus between the Antilles and Coronado prop- 
erties in proportion to the amount for which each 
was sold. The order of distribution is reversed and 
the cause is remanded with the following instruc- 
tions: (1) The trial court will allocate the amount 
of the surplus remaining after the discharge of the 
first lien of The Omaha National Bank and the pay- 
ment of costs, excluding the costs of this appeal, 79.4 
percent to the Coronado property and 20.6 percent to 
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the Antilles property; (2) the court will then deter- 
mine a proportion of each separate parcel within 
Coronado by area or value to the entire tract and fol- 
low the same process to parcels within Antilles; and 
(3) the allocated part of the surplus as to each tract 
separately will then be ordered paid to junior lienors 
according to such proportions and in the order of 
their priority in time as to the parcel in which they 
have an interest. 

REVERSED AND REMANDED WITH 

INSTRUCTIONS. 


EUGENE D. SCHAFFERT ET AL., APPELLANTS, Vv. G. W. 
HARTMAN ET AL., APPELLEES. 


278 N. W. 2d 343 
Filed May 1, 1979. No. 42163. 


1. Deeds: Conveyances: Grantor-Grantee. As used in the law of 
conveyancing, an exception is a withdrawal from the operation of 
the grant of some part of the thing granted; thus, where real estate 
is granted, a portion thereof may be excepted from the terms of the 
conveyance and the thing excepted remains in the grantor the 
same as if no grant had been made. An exception in a deed is noth- 
ing more than a qualification by which some part of the estate is 
not conveyed, but which would have passed to the grantee but for 
the exception. 

2. Deeds: Conveyances: Grantor-Grantee: Easements. As used in 
the law of conveyancing, a reservation gives rise to some new thing 
issuing out of that which is granted. A reservation, while not af- 
fecting the title to the thing granted, may reserve to the grantor a 
right to the use or enjoyment of a portion thereof, as, for example, 
an easement. 

3. Deeds: Conveyances: Contracts. The terms reservation and ex- 
ception may be used as synonyms in conveyances and contracts, 
the description of what is being excepted or reserved normally 
making clear what is being accomplished and thus no ambiguity 
results. 

4. Deeds: Conveyances. Where a deed is plain and unambiguous, its 
meaning is to be determined without reference to extrinsic facts. 

5. Deeds: Conveyances: Intent. In determining the intent of the 
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parties to a deed, the language of the instrument, together with the 
surrounding circumstances, are to be considered. 


Appeal from the District Court for Hitchcock 
County: HucGu Stuart, Judge. Affirmed. 


Crosby, Guenzel, Davis, Kessner & Kuester, for 
appellants. 


Hanson & Hanson, for appellees. 


Heard before BosLaucH, McCown, CLINTON, and 
BrRoDKEEY, JJ., and Canicuia, District Judge. 


CLINTON, J. 

This appeal arises from an action to quiet title to 
an undivided one-half interest in the oil, gas, and 
other minerals (hereafter for convenience referred 
to as minerals) in a tract of land, hereinafter identi- 
fied as tract (A), in Hitchcock County, Nebraska, in 
the plaintiffs Schaffert. Schafferts and the defend- 
ants Hartman both filed motions for summary judg- 
ment on the ground there was no disputed issue of 
material fact and each was entitled to judgment as a 
matter of law. The court denied the motion of the 
Schafferts, granted the motion of the Hartmans, and 
quieted title in them to the disputed one-half inter- 
est. Schafferts then appealed to this court. We af- 
firm. 

The issue in the trial court and here is the con- 
struction and effect of a provision in a warranty 
deed by which Hartmans, on February 1, 1960, con- 
veyed to Schafferts one contiguous tract of land in 
Hitchcock County, designated by legal description, 
which consisted of tract (A) above referred to and 
additional land which we shall refer to as tract (B). 
In the deed, following the legal description of the 
property, was the following: ‘. . . excepting and 
reserving a half interest in the oil, gas and minerals, 
the intention being that the interest excepted and re- 
served by the grantors shall be subject to and re- 
duced by outstanding mineral interests, and that this 
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instrument shall accordingly convey to the grantees 
a full and unencumbered half interest in the oil, gas 
and minerals, along with all other rights in said 
property.’’ The issue was submitted to the trial 
court upon the pleadings which incorporated a real 
estate contract and certain deeds of conveyance, ad- 
missions, answers to interrogatories, and affidavits. 
Neither party contends there is any question except 
one of law. 

The record establishes the following undisputed 
facts. On June 17, 1950, Hartmans’ predecessor in 
title conveyed to a third party an ‘‘undivided one- 
half interest in and to all of the oil, gas and other 
minerals in and under, and that may be produced’”’ 
from tract (A). The instrument of conveyance re- 
cited that tract (A) was then ‘‘under an oil and gas 
lease.’’ The habendum clause in the above convey- 
ance was as follows: ‘‘TO HAVE AND TO HOLD 
the above described property, together with all and 
singular the rights, appurtenances thereto in any- 
wise belonging unto the said Grantee, herein, his 
heirs and assigns for a period of the next 20 years 
from June 17, 1950 and as long thereafter as oil 
and/or gas is produced from these premises or the 
property is being developed or operated... .’’ 

On December 28, 1959, the Hartmans, then the 
owners of tracts (A) and (B), contracted to sell the 
land to the Schafferts. The contract contained the 
following provision immediately following the legal 
description of the property: ‘. . . together with an 
undivided half interest in the oil, gas, mineral and 
royalty rights therein, the grantors hereby reserving 
to themselves an undivided half of the same, subject 
to previous reservations in the chain of title, the in- 
tention being that the grantees shall have a full half 
interest in the said oil, gas, minerals and royalty 
rights.”’ 

On February 1, 1960, in consummation of the con- 
tract, the Hartmans conveyed to Schafferts the land 
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(tracts (A) and (B)) by the deed which contained 
the provision quoted in the second paragraph of this 
opinion. 

When the 20-year term mentioned in the mineral 
conveyance of June 17, 1950, expired, there had been 
no production of oil or gas from tract (A). Ata 
later time, in 1975, oil and gas leases covering both 
tracts (A) and (B) were executed and delivered. 

Schafferts contend that by virtue of the deed from 
the Hartmans they became the owners not only of an 
undivided one-half interest in the minerals in tracts 
(A) and (B), but also owners of the reversionary in- 
terest in the minerals in tract (A) which followed the 
expiration on June 17, 1970, of the term interest 
granted by the mineral conveyance of June 17, 1950. 

Schafferts’ argument is founded in part upon the 
fact that the terms ‘‘exception”’ and ‘‘reservation’”’ 
are, in the law of conveyancing, terms of art which 
have different meanings. They correctly point out 
by quotations from opinions of this court that an ex- 
ception is ‘‘a withdrawal from the operation of the 
grant, of some part of the thing granted; thus, where 
real estate is granted, a portion thereof may be ex- 
cepted from the terms of the conveyance. * * * If 
the exception be valid, the title to the thing excepted 
remains in the grantor, the same as if no grant had 
been made. * * * An exception in a deed is nothing 
more than a qualification, by which some part of the 
estate is not conveyed, which would have passed to 
the grantee but for the exception. * * *,’’ Kozak v. 
State, 189 Neb. 525, 203 N. W. 2d 516, and that a res- 
ervation is ‘‘some new thing issuing out of what is 
granted ... a reservation, while not affecting the 
title to the thing granted, may reserve to the grantor 
a right to the use or enjoyment of a portion thereof, 
as an easement, the right to pass over, or the like.’’ 
Hiseley v. Spooner, 23 Neb. 470, 36 N. W. 659. 

They argue, therefore, that the term exception 
and the term reservation as used in the conveyance 
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apply to two different things. The reservation pur- 
portedly refers to the minerals conveyance for the 
20-year term in tract (A) and the purpose of the res- 
ervation is to limit the warranty as to and give no- 
tice of the outstanding interest. The intention is 
that, when the term expired, the reversionary inter- 
est passed to the Schafferts. The exception, it is as- 
serted, applied only to a half interest in the minerals 
in tract (B). Thus, by the deed, the Schafferts re- 
ceived a present one-half interest in the minerals in 
tract (A), together with the reversionary interest in 
the other half of the minerals in tract (A), and so be- 
came the owners of all the oil, gas, and other min- 
erals in that tract. 

It is to be noted that Schafferts’ argument is incon- 
sistent in that when they say the reservation applies 
to the 20-year term, they pervert the definition of the 
word reservation, for under the definition upon 
which they rely, the proper term to apply to the ex- 
clusion of the undivided mineral interest owned by 
the third party would be exception and not reserva- 
tion, for no new thing was being created. Further- 
more, the language, ‘‘excepting and reserving,”’ 
clearly pertains to the entire tract and does not, as 
they contend, embrace an exception as to tract (B) 
and a reservation as to tract (A) for the tracts are 
not separately referred to. 

Schafferts further argue the Hartmans could not 
make an exception of minerals because ‘‘at the time 
of the conveyance of the property, the Hartmans did 
not have a one-half interest in the minerals in Tract 
A. Therefore, they could not except that which they 
did not have.’”’ This is contrary to fact. As to tract 
(A), the Hartmans owned the fee in one-half of the 
minerals and the reversionary interest in the other 
half. The argument is indeed a strange one for, if 
the Hartmans had no interest, how did the Schafferts 
acquire any interest from the Hartmans? A grantor 
makes an exception for one or both of two reasons, 
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either he excepts because he does not own or be- 
cause he wants to retain. In the present instance 
the exception did both — it excluded the present one- 
half mineral interest owned by other parties and re- 
tained the future or reversionary interest in that 
same one-half. 

The Schaffert argument twists beyond recognition 
the rather plain and clear language of the deed. It 
is based entirely upon the unnecessary insertion into 
and the imprecise use of the term ‘‘reserving’”’ in the 
language describing the intended effect of the deed 
upon the mineral ownership. 

The first phrase of the exception is this: ‘‘except- 
ing and reserving a half interest in the oil, gas and 
minerals.’’ This phrase, despite the unnecessary 
use of the term reserving, is perfectly clear. It 
means that the grantors retain one-half of the min- 
eral interest in the land described in the deed. That 
land consisted of tracts (A) and (B). Since, how- 
ever, there existed the outstanding term interest in 
the minerals, it was necessary to state whose half in- 
terest in the minerals was subject to the outstanding 
term interest. The next phrase of the deed answers 
that question. The excepted one-half was ‘‘subject 
to and reduced by outstanding mineral interests.’’ 
Thus, the grantors’ (Hartmans) interest was ‘‘sub- 
ject to” the term interest. This is the same as say- 
ing they retained the reversionary interest, which 
existed only in tract (A). The draftsman could have 
stopped there, for by the plain language Schafferts 
became the owners of a present interest in the min- 
erals in all of the land, and Hartmans retained their 
present interest in one-half of the minerals in tract 
(B) and retained the future or reversionary interest 
to one-half of the minerals in tract (A). However, 
the draftsman wanted to make clear beyond all 
doubt what was being accomplished so he re- 
dundantly described the interest in the minerals the 
Schafferts were to receive by saying: ‘‘... and that 


VoL. 203] JANUARY TERM, 1979 277 


Schaffert v. Hartman 


this instrument shall accordingly [recognizing the 
redundance] convey to the grantees a full and unen- 
cumbered [i.e., the grantors’ interest, not the grant- 
ees’, has the burden of the term interest] half inter- 
est in the oil, gas and minerals, .. .”’ (Emphasis 
supplied. ) 

The language of the exception may not use the 
words of art precisely, but it is plain and unam- 
biguous and written in language obviously designed 
to make clear to a layman who was aware of the ex- 
istence of the term interest exactly what the effect 
would be. It is a notorious fact that a great many 
lawyers and courts use the terms exception and 
reservation interchangeably as well as redundantly 
in the manner of laymen who do not know that they 
are terms of art. See cases cited at 15A Words & 
Phrases, p. 100, under the heading, Exception — In 
Deed, Reservation synonymous. No harm is done 
(at least no example of harm readily comes to 
mind) by misuse of the terms because the descrip- 
tion of what is reserved or excepted, or reserved and 
excepted, makes clear what is being accomplished. 

Where a deed is plain and unambiguous, its mean- 
ing is to be determined without reference to extrin- 
sic facts. Badura v. Lyons, 147 Neb. 442, 23 N. W. 2d 
678. In determining the intent of the parties to a 
deed, the language of the instrument, together with 
the surrounding circumstances, are to be consid- 
ered. Hart v. Saunders, 74 Neb. 818, 105 N. W. 709. 
In this case the language of the deeds and the sur- 
rounding circumstances, i.e., the state of title to the 
minerals, leave nothing ambiguous. There is no 
claim that there was a mistake of fact or fraud 
which impaired the validity of the deed. 

AFFIRMED. 
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STATE OF NEBRASKA, APPELLEE, V. SANDY PATRICK 
KERNS, APPELLANT. 
278 N. W. 2d 348 


Filed May 1, 1979. No. 42255. 


1. Criminal Law: Attorneys at Law: Right to Counsel. The test for 
determining whether or not counsel for a defendant in a criminal 
prosecution has provided adequate representation is that trial 
counsel perform at least as well as a lawyer with ordinary training 
and skill in the criminal law in his area, and that he conscientiously 
protect the interests of his client. 

2. Criminal Law: Plea Bargains: Right to Counsel: Post Convic- 
tion. Where the likelihood of conviction was great, where a favor- 
able plea bargain was arranged, and where the rights of the de- 
fendant were patiently explained prior to acceptance of a guilty 
plea, defendant’s request for post conviction relief due to alleged 
ineffectiveness of counsel was properly denied. 

3. Attorney and Client: Right to Counsel: Constitutional Law. Ac- 
quiring or permitting a single attorney to represent codefendants, 
often referred to as joint representation, is not per se violative of 
the constitutional guarantees of effective assistance of counsel. 


Appeal from the District Court for Douglas Coun- 
ty: James A. BuckKLEy, Judge. Affirmed. 


Renne Edmunds of Knowles & Edmunds, for ap- 
pellant. 


Paul L. Douglas, Attorney General, and Sharon M. 
Brueggemann, for appellee. 


Heard before Krivosnua, C. J., BOSLAUGH, McCown, 
CLINTON, BRODKEY, WHITE, and HastTInas, JJ. 


WHITE, J. 

This is a post conviction action by the appellant. 
He seeks to have vacated a sentence of 5 to 10 years 
for robbery and a 10-year sentence for rape. The 
basis of appellant’s claimed right to post conviction 
relief is an alleged ineffectiveness of counsel in two 
respects. First, that the trial counsel allegedly 
failed to advise the defendant of the possibility of the 
suppression of the results of a lineup held at the 
Omaha police station. Second, that the counsel had 
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a conflict of interest with a codefendant. After a 
hearing, the trial court denied post conviction relief. 
Appellant appeals. We affirm. 

On the day he was to stand trial for two counts of 
armed robbery and two counts of forcible rape, the 
defendant, through his attorney, William Campbell, 
a staff member of the public defender’s office of 
Douglas County, agreed to plead guilty to one count 
of robbery and one count of rape. The county attor- 
ney agreed to drop an additional count of rape and 
one of robbery. The trial court made an extended 
inquiry and gave an explanation of the defendant’s 
constitutional rights, the pleas that could be entered, 
the possible sentences, and the factual basis for the 
plea. Appellant does not contend in this court that 
the proceedings did not comply fully with the stand- 
ard set forth in State v. Turner, 186 Neb. 424, 183 N. 
W. 2d 763 (1971). Essentially the appellant com- 
plains his counsel did not inform him prior to his 
plea of the possibility of suppression of identification 
evidence when he had a reasonable basis to believe 
that a motion to suppress would have succeeded 
under United States v. Wade, 388 U. S. 218, 87 S. Ct. 
1926, 18 L. Ed. 2d 1149 (1967). 

The test for determining whether or not counsel 
for a defendant in a criminal prosecution has pro- 
vided adequate representation is that ‘‘trial counsel 
perform at least as well as a lawyer with ordinary 
training and skill in the criminal law in his area, and 
that he conscientiously protect the interests of his 
client.’’ State v. Leadinghorse, 192 Neb. 485, 222 N. 
W. 2d 573 (1974). 

In his testimony relating to the matter, Mr. Camp- 
bell testified candidly that he did not remember but 
he felt he would have discussed with the appellant 
the fact that there may have been a basis for chal- 
lenging the identification proceedings. At the ar- 
raignment, the following colloquy took place: ‘‘THE 
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COURT: Is there any questions involved of Miranda, 
any statements made in custody, or competency of 
witnesses to indentify the Defendant under Wade, 
and other decisions? MR. Campbell: There is no 
Miranda issue. There is an identification issue as a 
part of the State’s case. There presumably could 
have been a Wade hearing.”’ 

At the same hearing, however, a further exchange 
took place: ‘‘THE COURT: In your opinion, would 
the victim in the rape charge be competent to testi- 
fy, and identify the Defendant? MR. Ryberg (Coun- 
ty Attorney): The preliminary hearing is replete 
with excellent identification. THE COURT: Was 
there any lineup involved? MR. Ryberg: Yes. 
THE COURT: Did it meet the test required by 
Wade, and other decisions? MR. Ryberg: If I re- 
member right, it was a four or five man lineup at 
the time. THE COURT: If the case, on either 
count, were tried to the Court, or to the jury, would a 
conviction result? MR. Ryberg: I believe so, Your 
Honor. THE COURT: Is that your understanding 
of the evidence the State has in this case? MR. 
Campbell (Appellant’s counsel): Yes, exactly, 
Your Honor. THE COURT: In your opinion would 
the victim in the rape charge be able to take the 
stand competently, identify the Defendant, and fur- 
ther that if the case were tried to a jury, or to the 
Court, considering the plea arrangement, would 
there be such a likelihood of conviction occurring on 
each count; that it favors him to waive his Constitu- 
tional Right to trial, and the entry of these pleas? 
MR. Campbell: Yes, Your Honor. I was at the pre- 
liminary hearing. I cross examined (the rape vic- 
tim) * * * as to Count Three, and Ollah Johnson 
(the robbery victim) as to Count Two. I am con- 
vinced conviction would be the result of the trial.” 
The correctness of these statements by appellant’s 
counsel was not disputed at the post conviction hear- 
ing. 
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It is evident counsel for the appellant recognized 
the possibility of a motion to suppress but con- 
sidered the likelihood of its success to be minimal. 
The court below in this action concurred in counsel’s 
opinion. 

In an exhaustive and complete memorandum de- 
tailing its findings of fact and conclusions of law, the 
court analyzed the evidence with respect to the line- 
up procedure at the Omaha police station and de- 
termined, in fact, that such Wade hearing would not 
have resulted in the suppression of the evidence in 
any circumstance. 

Furthermore, the trial court at the arraignment 
addressed the appellant on this very issue: ‘‘THE 
COURT: I do want you to understand, as far as the 
competency of any witnesses to be able to identify 
you, you would ordinarily, under a plea of not guilty, 
be entitled to have the Court hear, in advance of 
such witnesses taking the stand, to have the Court 
hear the evidence as to the manner in which they 
picked you out, so to speak, or the manner in which 
they would purport to identify you as the party in- 
volved in the crimes with which you are charged to 
here in advance of their taking the stand to deter- 
mine whether or not all of your Constitutional 
Rights, and the requirements made by Supreme 
Court cases were fulfilled, and upheld in the way in 
which they would be able to identify you. If you en- 
ter a plea of guilty as to those two counts at this 
time, you are adjudged convicted of those two 
crimes, you would also waive, or give up your right 
to have that hearing, have the Court determine that. 
Do you understand what I am saying? THE DE- 
FENDANT: Yes.” 

In view of the eyewitness identification by the two 
victims of the crimes, the likelihood of conviction, 
the favorable plea bargain arranged by counsel, and 
the patient explanation by the court specifically ad- 
dressed to the rights of the appellant now raised, the 
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suggestion that the appellant’s plea of guilty was 
somehow either induced by the failure of counsel to 
move to suppress the eyewitness identification or 
that such failure to file a Wade motion indicated a 
lack of competence of counsel is patently frivolous. 

The trial court found, as we find, that the appel- 
lant not only knowingly waived his rights to a sup- 
pression hearing, but that the hearing would not 
have resulted in the suppression of the identification, 
and that absent such suppression, the likelihood of 
conviction was strong. The challenge to the compe- 
tency of appellant’s counsel was unwarranted and 
totally devoid of merit. 

The second aspect in which appellant argues inef- 
fectiveness of counsel is that counsel had a conflict 
of interest. The alleged conflict was the representa- 
tion by Mr. Campbell (appellant’s counsel from the 
Douglas County public defender’s office) of Mark Al- 
len Smith, a codefendant. 

Smith stood charged with the same crimes as the 
appellant, i.e., two counts of robbery and two counts 
of rape. Pursuant to a plea bargain, Smith plead 
guilty to one count of robbery. Both counts of rape 
and the other robbery count were dismissed. As re- 
lated above, only one of the counts of rape was dis- 
missed under the plea bargain negotiated for the ap- 
pellant. Appellant cites the more favorable plea 
bargain obtained by Smith as evidence of the alleged 
conflict of interest. This difference in treatment is 
sufficiently explained, if it need be explained, by the 
fact, found by the trial court, that the victim of the 
rape could not positively identify Smith, while she 
clearly could identify the appellant. This is a suffi- 
cient difference to have justified the differences in 
the plea bargains. Acquiring or permitting a single 
attorney to represent codefendants, often referred to 
as joint representation, is not per se violative of the 
constitutional guarantees of effective assistance of 
counsel. See Holloway v. Arkansas, 435 U. S. 475, 98 
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8S. Ct. 1173, 55 L. Ed. 2d 426 (1978). It is necessary 
that the appellant show the conflict of interest ac- 
tually existed. The appellant points to a statement 
made by appellant’s counsel at the time of sentenc- 
ing of Smith: ‘‘The problem here is that my client 
(Smith) is tainted by the other charges, by the other 
defendants, by the multiple counts, by the complexi- 
ty of the whole matter. This Court knows all about 
that. We stand convicted on the robbery of Olaful 
Jonsson [sic]. He was present at that time. There 
was a toy pistol used, and my client was in the car at 
the time of Sandy Kern’s holding a toy pistol and/or 
a knife on Mr. Olaful Jonsson.’’ (Emphasis sup- 
plied.) 

Mr. Campbell was asked to, and did explain the 
remark to the trial court in this post conviction ac- 
tion: ‘I think I meant that he was tainted because 
of the complexity of the matter, meaning number of 
defendants, number of counts, the fact that it is so 
often difficult for a defense counsel to get the sen- 
tencing judge to zero in on one felony count in the 
disposition of it * * *.” 

The trial court, in the order denying the appel- 
lant’s motion for post conviction, reviewed the evi- 
dence and determined: ‘This court does not see 
any such bias in counsel’s remarks to the court at 
sentencing of either defendant, concludes that the 
plea bargain arranged by counsel on both defend- 
ants was definitely in their respective best interests. 
Counsel’s statement to the court at Smith’s sentenc- 
ing that defendant Kerns was holding a pistol or 
knife in the Jonsson robbery is clear from the rec- 
ords of the presentence report and he was only ask- 
ing the court to attempt to obviate the natural 
tendency to add to the seriousness of the single con- 
viction, the multiple counts, and the defendants in- 
volved. At defendant’s sentencing counsel placed 
his client in the best light he could, namely, that he 
is a young man in need of medical and psychologi- 
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cal help. There is no indication that he did not show 
the same conscientious protection of the interests of 
the defendant as he did in representing Smith.’’ No 
conflict of interest is apparent from the face of the 
record and none has been shown to us. The judg- 
ment of the trial court is affirmed. 

AFFIRMED. 


STATE OF NEBRASKA, APPELLEE, V. CLIFFORD H. 
DavIs, APPELLANT. 
278 N. W. 2d 351 


Filed May 1, 1979. No. 42298. 


1. Post Conviction: Appeal and Error. An issue which has been fully 
litigated by direct appeal cannot be relitigated in an action for post 
conviction relief or by mere presentation of different arguments re- 
lated to the same issue if the alleged facts are known to the defend- 
ant at the time of direct appeal. 

2. Criminal Law: Statutes: Prosecuting Attorneys: Evidence. An 
order to the prosecuting attorney under the provisions of section 29- 
1912, R. R. S. 1943, is not an appropriate way for a defendant in a 
criminal case to procure handwriting exemplars of third parties 
unless it be alleged that such exemplars are in the possession of the 
prosecutor and are relevant evidence in the prosecution. 

3. Post Conviction: Statutes: Courts. In post conviction proceed- 
ings under section 29-3001 et seq., R. R. S. 1943, the District Court is 
the trier of disputed questions of fact and it is not ordinarily for the 
Supreme Court to determine questions of credibility. 


Appeal from the District Court for Douglas Coun- 
ty: SAMUEL P. Canicuiia, Judge. Affirmed. 


Clifford Davis, pro se. 


Paul L. Douglas, Attorney General, and Sharon M. 
Brueggemann, for appellee. 


Heard before Krivosnua, C. J., BosLAauGH, McCown, 
CLINTON, BRODKEY, WHITE, and HastTINGs, JJ. 


CLINTON, J. 
This is a post conviction action under the provi- 
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sions of section 29-3001 et seq., R. R. S. 1943. It fol- 
lows the conviction of Davis in two criminal prosecu- 
tions consolidated for trial in which he was found 
guilty of (1) possession of heroin with intent to de- 
liver, (2) illegal possession of a firearm by a felon, 
(3) being an habitual criminal, and (4) possession of 
a controlled substance. On earlier direct appeal to 
this court the conviction on charges (1), (2), and (4) 
above were affirmed, the conviction on charge (3) 
was vacated, and the cause was remanded for re- 
sentencing. State v. Davis, 199 Neb. 165, 256 N. W. 
2d 678. ; 

In this action, Davis pleads four grounds which he 
claims make the convictions unconstitutionally in- 
firm and therefore void. These are: (1) He was 
denied discovery of handwriting exemplars which he 
claims would have demonstrated that search war- 
rants used in the search of his residence were 
forged. (2) He was deprived of effective assist- 
ance of counsel because the court refused a continu- 
ance which he had requested in order that he might 
take the deposition of one Washington, an alleged in- 
formant on whose information the warrant was 
based and who, at the time of request for continu- 
ance, was incarcerated in a San Francisco jail. (3) 
He was denied compulsory process for witnesses on 
his own behalf. This claim relates to compelling the 
appearance of the informant Washington. (4) He 
was denied a full and fair hearing on the validity of 
the search warrants. 

The District Court granted an evidentiary hearing 
at which Davis represented himself, having express- 
ly declined the offer of the court to appoint counsel 
for him. After the hearing the court refused to va- 
cate the convictions and sentences. We affirm. 

Underlying all of the stated grounds for relief is 
Davis’ claim that he was the victim of a conspiracy 
managed by Omaha Police Officer Farmer and 
other persons who caused or assisted in the planting 
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of the controlled substance in Davis’ residence and 
then seized the contraband in a search of his apart- 
ment using a warrant which was invalid because, 
among other things, the judge’s signature thereon 
had been forged. 

To establish the factual basis for his claim of con- 
spiracy, Davis, at the evidentiary hearing, called 
three members of the public defender’s office of 
Douglas County, two of whom had represented him 
either in preparation for or at the trial at which he 
was convicted, and two deputy county attorneys of 
Douglas County. 

One of the evident purposes of the testimony was 
to impeach the veracity of Officer Farmer. One of 
the public defenders testified, without objection be- 
ing made by the State, that Davis told him the 
identity of an unnamed informant referred to in an 
affidavit used to procure a search warrant against 
Davis in another case. Davis had drawn the conclu- 
sion that that particular party was the informant be- 
cause that person was the only one in his home at 
the time in question and so was the only person who 
could have had the personal knowledge of the pres- 
ence of the controlled substance as described in the 
affidavit. This assistant public defender testified he 
then called the alleged informant, who at the time of 
the call was incarcerated in Kearney, and the lat- 
ter denied he was the informant. The witness then 
relayed this information to the prosecutor. Some 
time later the action against Davis was dismissed. 
The witness concluded that because the action was 
dismissed, the police officer must have lied in the af- 
fidavit and on that account the prosecution was dis- 
missed. 

A second member of the public defender’s staff 
testified he was informed by a member of the county 
attorney’s staff that Washington was the informer 
referred to in the affidavits in the prosecution here 
involved. After being so informed, he made a tele- 


VoL. 203] JANUARY TERM, 1979 287 


State v. Davis 


phone call to San Francisco and talked to Washing- 
ton who was then incarcerated in a San Francisco 
jail. In the first telephone conversation with Wash- 
ington, Washington declined to give any information 
except to say he did not know Davis and to add that 
he wanted to think over whether he wanted to say 
anything further. Later, Washington made a collect 
call back to the witness. In that telephone conversa- 
tion, Washington reiterated he did not know Davis 
and would not recognize him if he saw him, but he 
(Washington) knew the controlled substance had 
been planted in Davis’ apartment; that certain other 
people also knew this, including Officer Farmer; 
and the arrangement was that Washington would 
notify ‘‘interested parties’’ when the plant had been 
made. Washington said one Herbert Offord (Alford) 
could verify all this. He also stated he could prove 
the story because he had taped a conversation of the 
“‘set up” and Officer Farmer’s voice was on the 
tape. He indicated his willingness to testify if per- 
mitted to do so. A third member of the public de- 
fender’s staff testified that at the request of his col- 
league he listened to the second conversation with 
Washington. He verified the substance of what 
Washington said. 

At the time of the conversations, Washington was . 
wanted in Omaha in connection with a homicide 
charge and also as a witness in the case against 
Davis. Attempts were being made to extradite 
Washington to Nebraska, but these were unsuccess- 
ful as Governor Brown of California denied extradi- 
tion. 

Testimony at the evidentiary hearing indicated 
that at the time of trial, Offord, who purportedly had 
the same knowledge as Washington, was incarcer- 
ated in the Nebraska Penal and Correctional Com- 
plex. Although Davis knew this, he did not attempt 
to call Offord as a witness on his behalf, either at 
trial or as a witness in the evidentiary hearing. 
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From the two members of the county attorney’s 
staff was elicited the following information. One of 
them made a trip to San Francisco and talked to 
Washington in an effort to get him to waive extradi- 
tion. He was unsuccessful. Washington did not tell 
him that he had any information about drugs being 
planted in Davis’ apartment. The second member 
of the county attorney’s staff made a trip to San 
Francisco for another purpose, but while there, 
talked to Washington’s attorney about extradition. 
He did not talk to Washington and did not have any 
information from Washington about a conspiracy or 
the planting of drugs. 

The record indicates the District Court judge de- 
nied Davis’ motion for discovery. The matter being 
complained about here is the denial of the produc- 
tion of handwriting exemplars of Judge Elizabeth 
Pittman and Officer Farmer. Davis argues these 
are required to be produced under the provisions of 
section 29-1912, R. R. S. 1943. It is plain that section 
29-1912, R. R. S. 1948, does not refer to such matters, 
but, insofar as pertinent here, relates to things in the 
hands or control of the prosecutor which might be 
used by the State as evidence. See § 29-1912 (f), R. 
R. S. 1948. There is no way an order to the prosecut- 
ing attorney could require third parties to give hand- 
writing samples. It is not claimed the prosecutor 
had the exemplars in his possession. Exemplars 
are not things which the State could have used in the 
prosecution of Davis. The record does indicate the 
municipal judge voluntarily gave to Davis’ attorney 
a signature sample. Davis made no use of it. Nei- 
ther did he call the municipal judge to testify as a 
witness as to whether or not her purported signature 
on the warrant was genuine. He apparently did not 
attempt to get a signature sample directly from Of- 
ficer Farmer whom he claims committed the for- 
gery. It is clear from the record of the previous 
suppression hearing that Davis was contending at 
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that time that forgeries had been committed. 

One member of the county attorney’s staff testi- 
fied that in his telephone conversation with Washing- 
ton, Washington indicated he was in fear for his life 
if he were to be returned to Nebraska. 

The District Court did not err in denying post con- 
viction relief. The denial of the motion for a contin- 
uance and the validity of the search warrants were 
both issues which were raised on the direct appeal in 
this case. The record indicates that all of the cir- 
cumstances which would have supported a continu- 
ance and the alleged facts surrounding the validity 
of the warrant were known to Davis at the time of 
that appeal. He now seeks to relitigate those issues 
making new arguments. An issue which has been 
fully litigated by direct appeal cannot be relitigated 
in an action for post conviction relief or by mere 
presentation of different arguments if the alleged 
facts are known to the defendant at the time of di- 
rect appeal. State v. Moss, 191 Neb. 36, 214 N. W. 2d 
15; State v. Moore, 192 Neb. 74, 218 N. W. 2d 540. 

The record does not establish that Davis ever 
made any request to the District Court, either prior 
to trial or since, to take steps under the provisions of 
section 29-1906 et seq., R. R. S. 1943, or section 29- 
3206, R. R. S. 1948, to procure the attendance of 
Washington as a witness. 

The factual basis for all four of Davis’ claims de- 
pended upon the assertion that he was the victim of 
a conspiracy and of planted evidence. The burden 
was on Davis to establish the factual basis for such a 
claim. The determination of whether or not such a 
conspiracy existed and whether the evidence was 
strong enough to require the conviction to be va- 
cated, so the matter might be more fully explored, 
rested upon the judgment of the trier of fact as to the 
credibility of that evidence. We have many times 
said that questions of credibility are for the trier of 
fact and not for this court. In connection therewith 
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we point out the following: Davis made no effort to 
support his claim in the post conviction action by 
deposition testimony of Washington. Davis did not, 
at trial nor at the evidentiary hearing, attempt to 
procure the testimony of Offord who was an avail- 
able witness in Nebraska and who purportedly had 
the same information as Washington. Neither at the 
suppression hearing nor in the post conviction action 
did Davis call the municipal judge to support his 
claim of forgery. This would have seemed the obvi- 
ous thing to do. If there was a forgery, it could have 
been proved by the testimony of the municipal 
judge. The record shows Davis’ counsel talked to 
the judge but did not call her as a witness. Davis 
made no attempt to make any use of the signature 
sample which the municipal judge voluntarily fur- 
nished to him. The District Court judge who pre- 
sided at the evidentiary hearing could well have con- 
cluded that Davis wanted to use, in his quest for post 
conviction relief, only testimony which was abso- 
lutely safe and which could not be subjected to 
scrutiny, i.e., the hearsay recitals of what Washing- 
ton and the informant in the unrelated case told the 
witnesses in telephone conversations. 
AFFIRMED. 
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1. Bonds: Bail. It is within the discretion of the trial court to remit a 
part or all of the penalty of a bail bond. 

: . An order forfeiting a part of a bail bond and remit- 
ting the balance will not be disturbed in the absence of an abuse of 
discretion. 


Appeal from the District Court for Dawes County: 
ROBERT R. Moran, Judge. Affirmed. 
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Heard before Krivosna, C. J., BoSLauGH, McCown, 
CLINTON, BRODKEY, WHITE, and Hastincs, JJ. 


BoSLAUGH, J. 

The defendant, Jack Lee Ernest, was convicted of 
burglary and second degree arson and of being an 
habitual criminal in 1977. His sentence to imprison- 
ment for 30 years on each count was vacated by this 
court because he had not been present at the eviden- 
tiary hearing on the habitual criminal charge and 
the sentencing hearing and he had been sentenced 
over objection. See State v. Ernest, 200 Neb. 615, 
264 N. W. 2d 677. 

On July 27, 1978, the defendant was again found 
guilty of being an habitual criminal and was sen- 
tenced to imprisonment for 29 years on each count, 
the sentences to run concurrently with each other 
and concurrently with a sentence the defendant was 
then serving in the Iowa penitentiary. On August 9, 
1978, $1,500 of the defendant’s bond was forfeited and 
the balance was remitted. 

The defendant has appealed and contends that the 
sentences were excessive, that his bond should not 
have been forfeited, and that he should have been 
granted a new sentencing hearing because of mis- 
conduct of the county attorney. 

The allegation of misconduct relates to a claim by 
the public defender that the county attorney had 
agreed to make no statement at the time of sentenc- 
ing. The county attorney’s understanding of the 
agreement was that he would say nothing concern- 
ing the nature of the sentence to be imposed. At the 
sentencing hearing the county attorney made no 
statement concerning the nature of the sentence to 
be imposed but did say that the State had no objec- 
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tion to the presentence report being brought up to 
date and that any statement the defendant was will- 
ing to make concerning another person who was in- 
volved in the burglary and arson would be of no 
value to the State. The record does not sustain the 
claim of misconduct and there is nothing in the 
record that would entitle the defendant to a new sen- 
tencing hearing. 

The defendant has a lengthy criminal record 
which includes convictions for assault and battery, 
forgery, breaking and entering, burglary, attempted 
burglary, possession of burglary tools, and receiving 
stolen goods. He is an habitual criminal and the 
sentences imposed were not excessive. 

It is within the discretion of the trial court to remit 
a part or all of the penalty of a bail bond. § 29- 
1109, R. R. S. 1943; State v. Konvalin, 165 Neb. 499, 86 
N. W. 2d 361; State v. Kennedy, 193 Neb. 472, 227 N. 
W. 2d 607. An order forfeiting a part of a bail bond 
and remitting the balance will not be disturbed in 
the absence of an abuse of discretion. 

The State produced evidence that the county had 
incurred expenses in the amount of $1,441.62 in con- 
nection with the second sentencing hearing which 
was necessitated by the defendant’s failure to ap- 
pear at the first hearing. There was no abuse of 
discretion in forfeiting $1,500 of the defendant’s 
bond. 

The judgment of the District Court is affirmed. 

AFFIRMED. 
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ROBERT W. TILDEN, EXECUTOR OF THE ESTATE OF 
CHARLES FE’. WALLIN, DECEASED, APPELLEE, V. 
GUENTHER BECKMANN AND ILSE G. BECKMANN, 
HUSBAND AND WIFE, APPELLANTS, IMPLEADED WITH 
HomME FEDERAL SAVINGS AND LOAN ASSOCIATION OF 
LEXINGTON, NEBRASKA, A CORPORATION, APPELLEE. 


278 N. W. 2d 581 
Filed May 8, 1979. No. 41769. 


1. Equity: Foreclosure: Evidence: Witnesses. A real estate fore- 
closure action is an action in equity, and upon appeal to this court 
is triable de novo, subject, however, to the condition that when the 
evidence on material questions of fact is in irreconcilable conflict, 
this court will, in determining the weight of the evidence, consider 
the fact that the trial court observed the witnesses and their 
manner of testifying and must have accepted one version of the 
facts rather than the opposite. The above rule is applicable even 
though all the witnesses testifying were called by only one of the 
parties. 

2. Trial: Pleadings. Even after the issues have been made up, it is 
within the sound judicial discretion of the trial judge to permit 
amendments to the pleadings in the furtherance of justice. 

3. Equity: Assignments: Property: Intent. Though there may be 
no assignment in haec verba of a mortgage and note, the facts may 
establish an equitable assignment of such interest. Equity disre- 
gards mere form, and no particular words or particular form of in- 
strument is necessary to effect an equitable assignment. Any lan- 
guage, however informal, may amount to an equitable assignment 
if it shows the intention of the owner of a chose in action to transfer 
it, so that it will become the property of the transferee. 

4. Conveyances: Assignments: Intent. The intention of the as- 
signor must be to transfer a present interest in the debt or fund or 
subject matter; if this is clearly expressed, the transaction is an 
assignment; otherwise not. 

5. Undue Influence. A person asserting the exercise of undue influ- 
ence on a decedent must prove that the decedent was subject to 
such influence; that there existed an opportunity to exercise such 
influence; that there was a disposition to exercise such influence; 
and, that the result appears to be the effect of such influence. 


Appeal from the District Court for Gosper County: 
Jack H. Henprrix, Judge. Affirmed. 


Harold W. Kauffman and William A. Day, Jr. of 
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Gross, Welch, Vinardi, Kauffman & Day, for appel- 
lants. 


Carlton E. Clark of Clark and Clark, for appellee. 


Heard before SPENCER, C. J., Pro Tem., BOSLAUGH, 
McCown, CLINTON, BRODKEY, and WHITE, JJ., and 
Kons, Retired District Judge. 


BRODKEY, J. 

Defendants below, Guenther Beckmann and Ilse 
G. Beckmann, husband and wife, appeal to this 
court from a judgment and decree entered by the 
District Court for Gosper County in an equity action 
brought by Robert W. Tilden, executor of the estate 
of Charles F. Wallin, deceased, also known as Fred 
Wallin, for the purpose of foreclosing a second mort- 
gage, executed by the defendants Beckmann, cover- 
ing certain real estate owned by them; and securing 
a certain promissory note in the amount of $20,264 
executed by the Beckmanns on July 1, 1971, payable 
on July 1, 1972, but later extended by agreement of 
the parties. Home Federal Savings and Loan Asso- 
ciation of Lexington, Nebraska, was also made a 
party defendant to the action, and admittedly held 
the first mortgage lien upon the premises. 

The promissory note executed by the Beckmanns 
was made payable to Fred Wallin and/or Dale E. 
Wallin as joint tenants with rights of survivorship, 
and the mortgage securing the note also listed as the 
mortgagees therein Fred Wallin and/or Dale E. 
Wallin as joint tenants with rights of survivorship. 
Dale E. Wallin is the son of Fred Wallin, deceased. 

The petition filed in this action on November 2, 
1976, alleges that the plaintiff is the duly appointed 
and qualified executor of the estate of Charles F. 
Wallin, deceased; alleges the residence of the de- 
fendants and the execution of the note and mortgage 
previously referred to; declares the balance due on 
the note and mortgage to be payable at that time be- 
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cause of default in payments on the mortgage; and 
prays for a foreclosure of the mortgage and the sale 
of the real estate covered by said mortgage. Subse- 
quently, on April 29, 1977, the trial court permitted 
the plaintiff to amend his petition in foreclosure, 
over the objections of the defendants, to further al- 
lege: ‘‘That plaintiff holds an assignment of the en- 
tire interest of Dale Wallin, joint mortgagee with 
right of survivorship and has the entire ownership of 
the note and mortgage contained herein.” In their 
answer, the Beckmanns admit certain allegations of 
plaintiff's petition; deny all other allegations not ad- 
mitted; further allege as a defense to the action that 
on February 27, 1976, the decedent, Charles F. 
Wallin, signed a written satisfaction of the note sued 
upon and delivered it to the defendants Beckmann; 
and prayed that the court dismiss plaintiff’s petition. 

In a subsequent reply filed to the answer of the de- 
fendants, the plaintiff denies the allegations of de- 
fendants’ answer, and specifically denies the allega- 
tion of satisfaction as set out in defendants’ answer, 
alleging that at the time of the execution of the in- 
strument offered as the satisfaction, the deceased, 
Charles F. Wallin, did not have the mental capacity 
to execute the alleged satisfaction, and that the pur- 
ported satisfaction was the result of undue influence 
exerted upon the mind of the decedent and was not 
his free and voluntary act. 

A pretrial conference was held on April 8, 197, at 
which time certain exhibits were marked for trial 
and foundation waived; and the court, in its order, 
specifically provided, among other things: ‘‘No fur- 
ther pleadings will be permitted except by order of 
the court after good cause shown’’ and also: ‘‘The 
issues will be made up by the pleadings and will not be 
limited by this order. However, the principal issue 
is expected to be the effect of a release marked as 
Exhibit No. 3 and the influence or competency in- 
volved thereon.”’ 
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Trial was commenced on April 29, 1977, at which 
time plaintiff called seven witnesses on his behalf, 
including the defendants, Guenther and Ilse Beck- 
mann. The plaintiff, Robert W. Tilden, who was ex- 
ecutor of the estate of Charles F. Wallin, deceased, 
testified that decedent’s son, Dale Wallin, had filed a 
contest to the will of the deceased because his father 
had cut him out of the will; that a settlement was 
subsequently made of Dale’s claim, between the es- 
tate and Dale Wallin; and that as part of the settle- 
ment Dale Wallin assigned all of his interests in and 
to the note and mortgage. The court sustained an 
objection to the testimony as not being the best evi- 
dence, and ordered it stricken. Counsel for defend- 
ants then pointed out to the court that there was 
nothing in the petition at that time pleading that 
Dale Wallin had assigned his interest in the note and 
mortgage to the estate, and also, that Dale Wallin 
was not a party to the foreclosure action. Where- 
upon plaintiff orally moved the court for permission 
to amend his pleadings to include that allegation. 
Counsel for defendants objected to the court’s grant- 
ing such permission on the ground that the pleadings 
and issues were made up and finalized at the time of 
the pretrial. The court overruled defendants’ objec- 
tion and permitted the amendment of the pleadings 
to show the assignment referred to. The court then 
received in evidence, over defendants’ objection, ex- 
hibits 7, 8, and 9; exhibit 7 being the claim which 
Dale E. Wallin filed in the estate of his father, 
Charles F. Wallin; exhibit 8 being a stipulation for 
settlement of the claim of Dale E. Wallin; and ex- 
hibit 9 being a release of the real estate mortgage in 
question signed by Dale E. Wallin and his wife, 
Mary Wallin, and also by Robert W. Tilden, executor 
of the estate of Charles F. Wallin, which release was 
for the apparent purpose of delivery to the Beck- 
manns upon the satisfaction of their mortgage in- 
debtedness. Following the production of the evi- 
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dence from plaintiff’s witnesses, plaintiff rested; 
whereupon the defendants moved the court to dis- 
miss plaintiff’s petition on the ground that plaintiff 
failed to prove a cause of action against the defend- 
ants. The court overruled the motion and the de- 
fendants then rested. Following arguments of coun- 
sel, the court took the matter under consideration. 
In its judgment and decree entered on August 5, 
1977, the court found that the plaintiff had estab- 
lished by clear and convincing evidence: ‘‘1. 
Charles F. Wallin was subject to influence. 2. The 
opportunity to exercise it existed. 3. There was a 
disposition to exercise it. 4. The result appears to 
be the effect of such influence.’’ The court further 
found that the judgment of foreclosure should be is- 
sued; that the defendants Beckmann owed the sum 
of $16,464.40 with interest, as prayed, from January 
1, 1973, subject to the first lien of the Home Federal 
Savings and Loan Association of Lexington; and that 
plaintiff’s lien is a valid second lien upon the real es- 
tate. The court further ordered that in case the 
judgment is not paid within 20 days from the entry of 
the judgment, an order should issue to the sheriff 
of Gosper County commanding him to sell the 
premises as on execution and apply the proceeds 
thereof in payment of the amounts so found. De- 
fendants then perfected their appeal to this court. 
We affirm. 

Before proceeding to a discussion of the specific 
issues involved in this appeal, we first consider the 
scope of review by this court. We start with the un- 
disputed fact that this is an action in equity to fore- 
close a real estate mortgage. The rule is well es- 
tablished that actions in equity, on appeal to this 
court, are triable de novo in conformity with section 
25-1925, R. R. S. 1943, subject, however, to the condi- 
tion that when the evidence on material questions of 
fact is in irreconcilable conflict, this court will, in 
determining the weight of the evidence, consider the 
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fact that the trial court observed the witnesses and 
their manner of testifying and must have accepted one 
version of the facts rather than the opposite. Sop- 
cich v. Tangeman, 153 Neb. 506, 45 N. W. 2d 478 
(1951); Biggerstaff v. Ostrand, 199 Neb. 808, 261 N. 
W. 2d 750 (1978). Defendants contend, however, that 
the latter part of the above-stated rule is not applica- 
ble to this case for the reason that they did not pre- 
sent any witnesses on their behalf, but rested at the 
conclusion of plaintiff’s case. We do not agree with 
this premise. The plaintiff presented the testimony 
of seven witnesses, including the testimony of the 
two defendants themselves. The testimony of these 
witnesses was conflicting on certain material issues, 
particularly with reference to the question of wheth- 
er the deceased was subject to undue influence in his 
attempted satisfaction of the mortgage in question. 
The matter was tried to the court, which had before 
it all of the evidence, conflicting or otherwise, and 
which observed the witnesses during their testimony 
and clearly accepted one version oi the facts over 
another. We reject the argument that the above- 
stated rule is applicable only where witnesses testify 
on behalf of the opposing parties. 

We first consider defendants’ contention that the 
trial court erred in permitting the plaintiff to amend 
his petition to include an allegation that Dale Wallin, 
the son of the deceased, who was a joint payee and 
mortgagee under the note and mortgage executed 
by the Beckmanns, had assigned his entire interest 
in and ownership of the note and morigage in ques- 
tion. It is clear that if, as alleged, the purported 
satisfaction of the note given to the Beckmanns dur- 
ing deceased’s lifetime was null and void because of 
undue influence practiced upon him by the Beck- 
manns, Dale would have become the outright owner 
of both the note and the mortgage upon the death of 
his father by virtue of the fact that he was the sur- 
viving joint tenant of the property. Sheldon v. Wat- 
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kins, 188 Neb. 599, 198 N. W. 2d 455 (1972). If, in 
fact, he settled his proceedings to contest the will of 
his father by assigning his interest in the note and 
mortgage to the estate, then it would seem clear that 
the executor would nave the right to bring the fore- 
closure action in this case; and that Dale Wallin, 
having divested himself of all interest in the note 
and mortgage, would not be a necessary party to the 
proceedings. 

Defendants contend, however, that the court erred 
in permitting the plaintiff to amend his petition to al- 
lege the assignment in question, as the provisions of 
the order of the court in the pretrial hearing pre- 
cluded such an amendment at the trial itself. We do 
not agree. As previously stated, the pretrial order 
provided: ‘‘No further pleadings will be permitted 
except by order of the court after good cause 
shown” and also: ‘The issues will be made up by the 
pleadings and will not be limited by this order.’ 
(Emphasis supplied.) Even assuming that an 
amendment of the petition would come within the 
purview of ‘‘no further pleadings,’’ it is clear that 
the court, after hearing lengthy arguments pro and 
con at the trial, with regard to the propriety of the 
amendment in question, did permit the amendment. 
We think it is clear that even after the issues have 
been made up, it is within the sound judicial dis- 
cretion of the trial judge to permit amendments to 
the pleadings in furtherance of justice. See, § 25- 
852, R. R. S. 1948; Commercial Natl. Bank of Omaha 
v. Gibson, 37 Neb. 750, 56 N. W. 616 (1893). We con- 
clude that the trial court acted properly in permit- 
ting the amendment of the petition in the manner in- 
dicated during the trial itself; that its action was in 
furtherance of justice; and further, that the recep- 
tion of exhibits 7, 8, and 9, in support of plaintiff’s 
claim of an assignment by Dale Wallin of his inter- 
est in the note and mortgage in question, was 
proper. While defendants are correct in their argu- 


300 NEBRASKA REPORTS [VoL. 203 


Tilden v. Beckmann 


ment that the record does not contain an assignment 
in haec verba by Dale Wallin of his interest in the 
note and mortgage, this fact is not dispositive; and 
we believe the facts in this case indicate there was 
at least an equitable assignment of such interest. 
The rule is well established that since equity disre- 
gards mere form, no particular words or particular 
form of instrument is necessary to effect an equita- 
ble assignment, but any language, however in- 
formal, if it shows the intention of the owner of a 
chose in action to transfer it, so that it will become 
the property of the transferee, will amount to an 
equitable assignment. See 6 Am. Jur. 2d, Assign- 
ments, § 83, p. 264 et seq. It is also the rule that the 
intention of the assignor must be to transfer a pres- 
ent interest in the debt or fund or subject matter; if 
this is clearly expressed, the transaction is an as- 
signment; otherwise not. 6A C. J. S., Assignments, 
§ 53, p. 673. 

As previously stated, the court received into evi- 
dence exhibit 7 which is a claim filed by Dale E. 
Wallin in the estate of his father on June 18, 1974. 
His claim against the estate is based on three sepa- 
rate transactions. The first transaction involves a 
mortgage and note executed by one Harold Swanson 
in the principal sum of $24,000 on March 17, 1972. In 
connection with this item, Dale Wallin alleges that 
he is the owner of an undivided one-half interest in 
said note and mortgage; that the note has been paid 
in full; that the estate and decedent have received 
and have under their control the principal sum of the 
note and mortgage in an amount of $30,000; and that 
the claimant is entitled to $15,000 of that amount. 
The second item in the claim involves the Beckmann 
note and mortgage. In his claim Dale alleges that 
there is due on the mortgage the approximate sum 
of $19,000; that the note was payable to decedent and 
the claimant; that decedent and the estate have 
taken possession of the indebtedness and the se- 
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curity thereto; that the claimant is entitled to one- 
half interest therein; and he makes claim against 
the estate in the amount of $9,500 plus interest. The 
third item of the claim involves certain shares of 
stock in corporations which the claimant alleges he 
owned; and further, that the decedent, Charles F. 
Wallin, caused the certificates to be cancelled, con- 
verted the stock, and caused him loss in the amount 
of $30,000. The total amount of the claim filed by 
Dale Wallin against the estate was the sum of $54,000 
plus interest. 

Exhibit 8, received in evidence by the trial court, 
is entitled ‘“‘“STIPULATION FOR SETTLEMENT OF 
CLAIM OF DALE E. WALLIN’’, dated July 9, 1976. 
It is signed by Robert W. Tilden, executor, and Dale 
E. Wallin; and the stipulation was approved and ac- 
cepted by the associate county judge. The stipula- 
tion provides that Dale Wallin shall receive, in set- 
tlement of his claim, the sum of $37,500, payable at 
the time of the execution of the agreement and the 
approval of the Gosper county court; that Dale 
Wallin agrees that he will execute any and all neces- 
sary documents, releases, and waivers necessary in 
the administration of the decedent’s estate; and that 
he will claim no further or other interest in and to 
any other property of the estate of Charles F. Wallin, 
deceased. 

Finally, as previously stated, the court admitted 
into evidence exhibit 9, which is the release by Dale 
E. Wallin and his wife of the real estate mortgage 
involved herein, which was also signed by Robert W. 
Tilden, executor, allegedly for delivery to the de- 
fendants upon their payment of the note. 

We believe it is clear from the above exhibits, as 
well as other testimony in the record, that Dale 
Wallin intended to and did assign all his interest in 
the note and mortgage in question to the estate, 
which paid him $37,500 in settlement of his claim 
filed in the estate; and that he agreed he would 
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claim no further interest in the property of the es- 
tate and would execute any and all necessary docu- 
ments and releases. Though no formal assignment 
was apparently executed by Dale Wallin, it is clear 
that under the rule set forth above there was at least 
an equitable assignment of his interest, and we so 
hold. This being so, it seems clear that, contrary to 
the contentions of the defendants, Dale Wallin was 
not the real party in interest at the time the foreclo- 
sure suit was instituted, and the executor of the es- 
tate, Robert W. Tilden, was the proper party to 
bring this action. 

We now consider the defense set out by the defend- 
ants in their answer that on February 27, 1976, the 
decedent signed a written satisfaction of the note in 
question and delivered it to the defendants. The 
‘“‘satisfaction’’ referred to appears in evidence as an 
exhibit and reads as follows: ‘‘February 27, 1976 
First National Bank Elwood, Nebraska Gentlemen: 
You presently have in your possession a note given 
to the undersigned by Guenther Beckman, [sic] pay- 
able to the undersigned and Dale Wallin, in the sum 
of $20,264.00, dated July 1, 1971. I hereby authorize 
you to cancel said note and return it to Guenther 
Beckman [sic] as it has been satisfied. [Signed] 
Fred Wallin Fred Wallin’ 

According to the testimony of the Beckmanns, the 
decedent, who was 91 years old at the time of his 
death on March 31, 1976, and, because of ill health 
before his death, had been in a nursing home and the 
hospital, had requested the Beckmanns, whom he 
had known for about 20 years, to take him into their 
home to live. According to the testimony of the 
Beckmanns, they had come to this country from 
Germany, and had become very friendly with the 
deceased. The deceased had loaned them money on 
occasions and had helped them out in other ways; 
and they, too, had done favors for the deceased. Ac- 
cording to the Beckmanns, the decedent had a fall- 
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ing out or disagreement with his son, Dale. Dece- 
dent had indicated to them that he did not want Dale 
to inherit any of his property because of a refusal, on 
the part of Dale, to deed back to the decedent cer- 
tain real estate he had obtained title to as surviving 
joint tenant under a conveyance to him and his 
mother, she having subsequently died. He indicated 
he wanted his property to go to another son and a 
granddaughter. -Although requested by the dece- 
dent, defendants at first were hesitant about taking 
the decedent into their home to live because, accord- 
ing to Mrs. Beckmann, she would have to give up 
her employment at a nursing home in order to take 
care of him. However, after discussing the matter 
for some time, they decided they would do so, and 
informed the decedent of that fact. According to the 
Beckmanns, when they informed the decedent of 
their decision, he became overjoyed and at that time 
directed them to go to the bank and pick up the note 
which the Beckmanns had given him. On the basis 
of the letter signed by Fred Wallin, under date of 
February 27, 1976, which was prepared by an attor- 
ney at the request of Guenther Beckmann, the bank 
delivered the note to the Beckmanns; but it was 
later returned to the bank upon request. 

In his reply to the answer of the defendants, the 
plaintiff denied the satisfaction of the note in ques- 
tion by the decedent; alleged that the decedent 
lacked the mental capacity to execute the alleged 
satisfaction; and alleged the purported satisfaction 
was obtained by undue influence exerted upon the 
decedent. In its judgment and decree, the court 
made no specific finding with reference to the 
mental capacity of the decedent at the time of his 
execution of the alleged satisfaction, but did spe- 
cifically find that the evidence in the record clearly 
established that: (1) The decedent was subject to 
influence; (2) that the opportunity to exercise it ex- 
isted; (3) that there was a disposition to exercise it; 
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and (4) that the result appears to be the effect of 
such influence. The court, in effect, found that the 
satisfaction referred to was the product of undue in- 
fluence and was therefore void, and the court then 
proceeded to order foreclosure of the mortgage. We 
believe the questions of mental capacity and undue 
influence are related and must be discussed to- 
gether, since the question of susceptibility to undue 
influence may well depend upon the mental capacity 
of the person subjected to the influence. 

Although, technically, all the witnesses testifying 
were witnesses for the plaintiff because the defend- 
ants had rested at the end of plaintiff’s testimony, 
the offered testimony with regard to the above is- 
sues varied considerably. Russel Morgan, the presi- 
dent of the First National Bank of Elwood where the 
decedent did part of his banking, testified that Fred 
Wallin was fairly sharp in financial affairs and was 
an aggressive businessman; that he maintained his 
place as well or better than anyone 91 years old and 
a widower living alone at home; and that the last 
time he saw Wallin before his death he was all right 
mentally. Marcia Morgan, who was the adminis- 
trator of the West Side Care Home in Lexington, tes- 
tified Wallin was admitted to that nursing home on 
February 17, 1976. He appeared antagonistic but 
was mentally alert and independent. She stated she 
had no independent opinion of Mr. Wallin’s physical 
condition or mental capacity while he was in the 
home. Byron Owens, the president of the Home 
Bank in Elwood, stated that Wallin was a regular 
customer, and that in the late fall of 1975 Wallin was 
still alert, but toward the end of 1975 Wallin would 
come into the bank more frequently and sometimes 
forgot what he came for. Robert W. Tilden, the ex- 
ecutor of the decedent’s estate, was formerly in the 
banking business in Elwood and knew Wallin very 
well. He testified that Wallin’s general physical 
condition slipped somewhat after his wife’s death, 
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and that thereafter he thought Wallin slipped some- 
what mentally and showed signs of forgetfulness. 
Tilden was appointed special guardian of Wallin on 
March 8, 1976, shortly before Wallin’s death, and he 
testified that, in his opinion, Wallin was not compe- 
tent to transact business when he took over as 
guardian. Dr. John Ford, who was Wallin’s phy- 
sician, testified that in February 1976 Wallin was 
lucid and able to understand when you spoke to him; 
although, if his business had a degree of complexity 
to it, he was better off if someone else was han- 
dling it. He stated that while Wallin had a certain 
degree of senility, he had given him no mental ex- 
amination for judging his competency. In response 
to a question put to him during the trial as to wheth- 
er one of the side effects of Wallin’s vascular and 
heart problems would include any effect on his 
ability to think and his mental capacities, Dr. Ford 
replied: ‘‘Well, I think it would be safe to assume 
that these same processes that were affecting his 
legs and his heart were probably affecting his brain. 
We did note some increase in senility at the time of 
his admission insofar as there would be periods of 
confusion occasionally at night, although at times he 
was very clear and lucid. There would be occasions 
when he would not be as clear.”’ 

Ilse Beckmann also testified with reference to de- 
cedent’s general physical condition, but expressed 
no opinion with reference to his mental competency. 
Guenther Beckmann testified that when he first vis- 
ited Wallin in the nursing home, shortly before his 
death, Wallin was mentally alert and carried on an 
intelligent conversation. 

Certain medical records of the decedent were also 
received in evidence. In one of the records of Mr. 
Wallin’s hospitalization, under date of January 29, 
1976, Dr. Ford notes: ‘‘The patient's inability to re- 
call details in his life and particularly failure to re- 
member some recent events, although the patient 
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would at times repeat himself, probably indicate 
some signs of some early organic brain syndrome.” 
This record was made approximately 2 months prior 
to Wallin’s death. 

It is clear, from the above, that the testimony with 
reference to the mental competency of the decedent 
was conflicting. Defendants’ next argument is that 
there is no evidence of undue influence. The record 
discloses, however, that Fred Wallin and defendant, 
Guenther Beckmann, had frequent contacts, mostly 
of a business nature, but to some extent social. 
Beckmann frequently took Wallin with him on trips 
to other cities for the sake of company and com- 
panionship. When the Beckmanns discovered that 
Wallin was in the West Side Care Home, Guenther 
Beckmann went to visit him. Beckmann purchased 
pajamas for Wallin. Wallin confided with the Beck- 
manns about his family problems with his son, Dale, 
and begged them to see that Dale did not receive 
any more of his property. He went so far as to give 
Beckmann a general power of attorney to handle his 
affairs. The evidence is undisputed that he desper- 
ately wanted to leave the West Side Care Home, and 
begged the Beckmanns to take him to their home. 

There can be little question that the decedent was 
susceptible to undue influence because of his mental 
and physical infirmities. The medical records show 
that he was suffering from moderately severe con- 
gestive heart failure, slight emphysema, and other 
medical problems. While in the nursing home he 
apparently fell and fractured his hip, and was taken 
to the hospital where he was operated upon and died 
shortly thereafter. When Wallin was admitted to 
the hospital in May of 1974, his records for that ad- 
mission show mental and physical infirmities. On 
January 29, 1976, he advised the doctor he was 84 
years of age when his actual age was 91. On that 
date, he was diagnosed as having: (1) Congestive 
heart failure, (2) peripheral vascular disease, 
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(3) stasis ulcers on great toes bilateral, (4) bilateral 
inguinal hernias, (5) benign prostatic hypertrophy, 
and (7) early organic brain syndrome.’’ On Febru- 
ary 1, 1976, the medical records show, as an addition 
to the diagnosis, arteriosclerotic heart disease and 
chronic brain syndrome with mild senility. 

Defendants argue that the executor failed to estab- 
lish any of the four elements necessary to prove un- 
due influence; specifically they contend there is no 
evidence in the record that Wallin was subject to in- 
fluence, or that there was an opportunity to exercise 
such influence; that there is no evidence of a disposi- 
tion by the Beckmanns to exercise such influence; 
and, further, that it does not appear the satisfaction 
and cancellation resulted from undue influence. The 
trial court found to the contrary after a hearing and 
after observing the witnesses testifying in the case; 
and we believe there is evidence in the record to 
support all of the elements. Because of the conflict 
in the testimony of the witnesses, we give strong 
weight to the rule that in determining the weight of 
the evidence, this court will consider that the trial 
court observed the witnesses and their manner of 
testifying and must have accepted one version of the 
facts rather than the opposite. See, Sopcich v. 
Tangeman, 153 Neb. 506, 45 N. W. 2d 478 (1951); and 
Biggerstaff v. Ostrand, 199 Neb. 808, 261 N. W. 2d 750 
(1978). We conclude that the judgment and decree 
of the trial court should be affirmed. 

AFFIRMED. 
Kuns, Retired District Judge, dissents. 
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LESLIE PECK, APPELLEE, V. MASONIC MANOR 
APARTMENT HOTEL, APPELLANT. 


278 N. W. 2d 589 
Filed May 8, 1979. No. 41895. 


1. Bailment: Contracts. The term ‘‘bailment’’ is comprehensively 
defined as a delivery of personalty for some particular purpose, or 
on mere deposit, upon a contract, express or implied, that after the 
purpose has been fulfilled it shall be redelivered to the person who 
delivered it or otherwise dealt with according to his directions, or 
kept until he reclaims it, as the case may be. 

____. It is of the very essence of a contract of bailment 
that it shall contemplate the return of the property bailed. 

3. Evidence: Witnesses. The owner of personal property is qualified 
to express an opinion of the value thereof solely because of his 
status as owner of it. 


Appeal from the District Court for Douglas Coun- 
ty: JouN T. Grant, Judge. Affirmed. 


John A. Rickerson, for appellant. 


S. J. Albracht of Lathrop, Albracht & Swenson, for 
appellee. 


Heard before Krivosusa, C. J., McCown, and 
Bropxkey, JJ., and Ricuuinc and C.uark, District 
Judges. 


RIcHiinG, District Judge. 

This action was commenced in the municipal 
court of Omaha by Leslie Peck, as plaintiff, against 
Masonic Manor Apartment Hotel, a corporation, as 
defendant, to recover for the loss of the plaintiff’s 
boat which had been stored in the defendant’s ga- 
rage. A jury trial was had in the municipal court 
and a verdict rendered for the plaintiff in the sum of 
$5,000. Judgment was rendered thereon. Appeal 
was taken to the District Court for Douglas County. 
Upon hearing de novo on the record, the case was 
remanded to the municipal court for retrial, without 
comment or opinion. Upon retrial, jury was 
waived, and pursuant to stipulation the case was 
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tried upon the transcript, bill of exceptions, includ- 
ing exhibits introduced at the prior trial, and addi- 
tional evidence. Verdict and judgment were ren- 
dered for the plaintiff in the sum of $5,000 and costs. 
Appeal was again taken to District Court. Upon 
trial de novo upon the record the District Court af- 
firmed the judgment of the lower court. Timely ap- 
peal was filed in this court. We affirm. 

The Masonic Manor Apartment Hotel, a corpora- 
tion, owns and operates an apartment building in 
Omaha, Nebraska, at 52nd and Leavenworth Streets. 
In conjunction therewith it also operates a garage 
which is attached to the apartment building. The 
garage consists of eight levels, or ramps. The ga- 
rage contains more stalls than are necessary for the 
useage of tenants in the apartment building. The 
excess stalls are rented to other persons or com- 
panies. 

In December 1975 Leslie Peck, plaintiff-appellee, 
hereafter referred to as Peck, entered into a written 
agreement with the Masonic Manor Apartment Ho- 
tel, defendant-appellant, hereinafter referred to as 
Manor. The agreement provided that the Manor 
agreed to rent space for the storage of Peck’s boat 
upon payment of a stipulated monthly fee, which 
was paid by Peck in advance from month to month. 
The Manor reserved the right to move the boat from 
the stall first designated in said agreement ‘‘to 
another spot in the garage for the convenience of the 
Masonic Manor.’’ The agreement further provided 
that the Manor ‘“‘shall not be held liable for any dam- 
age to these boats and equipment while on the prem- 
ises * * *,’’ The Manor rented space for the storage 
of 100 boats. In addition, residents of the Manor had 
space reserved to them for the storage of 117 motor 
vehicles and the Manor rented space for the parking 
of an additional 37 vehicles which were owned and 
operated by others, including two commercial enter- 
prises. 
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Vehicular entrance and exit was through two large 
overhead doors just off of Leavenworth Street. En- 
trance through these doors from the outside could be 
obtained only by the use of a key or a transistor 
opening device. Doors could be opened from the in- 
side by depressing a button mounted on a pillar. 
When functioning properly the doors, once opened, 
automatically closed in approximately 20 seconds. 

No key or opening device was furnished to any 
boat owner. On the contrary, Peck was advised, 
when he signed the agreement, of the procedure 
which was mandatory in order to bring or remove 
his boat from the garage or go to the boat for the 
purpose of working thereon. 

The manager of the Manor testified ‘‘[W]Je keep 
the garage locked at all times’’ and that the only 
way the boat could be removed is with the consent 
and approval of the main office, who in turn would 
notify the engineers. The manager’s office was in 
the apartment building. In addition there was an 
engineer on duty at all times. The engineer’s duties 
required his services throughout the apartment 
building, and at many times a considerable distance 
from the garage. Before a boat owner could go to 
his boat, or remove the same, it was necessary that 
he contact the office by a telephone the Manor pro- 
vided in a booth outside of the garage doors. An 
engineer would then be sent to the garage. The en- 
gineer would require the boat owner to either show 
his copy of the written agreement or make satis- 
factory identification of himself. The engineer then 
accompanied the boat owner to his boat. The 
Manor’s chief engineer testified that no boat owner 
could go to his boat without being accompanied by 
the engineer on duty; that if he came for his boat too 
early in the morning or too late in the evening he 
was ‘‘out of luck’’ because the doors were always 
locked; and that entrance could be gained or the 
boat removed only by contacting the office which 
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was open only during the day. Peck testified he 
went to the garage on a number of occasions, either 
to work on his boat or to take the boat out for use 
and to later return it; that on each occasion he had 
to use the phone provided in the booth at the door to 
signal; that the engineer on duty came and unlocked 
the door to let him down to his boat only after he had 
shown the copy of his agreement and provided satis- 
factory identification; and that the engineer then ac- 
companied him to his boat. An assistant engineer 
testified that because of the coming spring and the 
expectancy that Peck would be removing his boat 
for use more frequently, the assistant engineer had, 
on his own volition, moved Peck’s boat from ramp 
eight to ramp six because the exit door was on ramp 
five and it would be more convenient to both Peck 
and the Manor to have the boat relocated. Peck tes- 
tified he was assured the boat would be just as se- 
cure on ramp six as on ramp eight and that the 
same procedure for removing his boat, or getting to 
it, must be adhered to. On March 26, 1976, Peck 
went to the garage intending to take his boat out to 
the lake for use and then to return it. -He obtained 
entrance by first signaling and then exhibiting to the 
engineer his copy of the agreement and identifying 
himself. He was permitted to go down to his boat 
without the engineer accompanying him. When he 
went to the stall he found his boat missing. He re- 
ported this to the engineer, who took him to the 
manager where the fact that the boat was missing 
was again reported. A search of the garage by Peck 
and all the Manor personnel available failed to lo- 
cate the boat. It was never found or recovered. 
The Manor offered no evidence to account for the 
disappearance of the boat. Its only evidence con- 
cerned the procedure whereby boat owners could se- 
cure access to their boats and confirmed that 
owners of motor vehicles either had keys or tran- 
sistor opening devices for the door. The evidence 
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confirmed there had been no break-in into the ga- 
rage. On the day following the discovery of the ab- 
sence of the boat, Peck returned to the garage to 
make further search. He found that one of the over- 
head doors contained a sign indicating that the other 
door should be used. Upon going to the other over- 
head door he found it in an open position, thus per- 
mitting free access into or exit from the garage. No 
employee of the Manor was on duty in the area of 
the opened door. Peck was able to enter and have 
free access to the garage. He took a picture of the 
open door as well as of the other door containing the 
sign. These were received in evidence. The sign 
was obviously not a hurriedly made one. Upon in- 
quiry Peck was advised by a Manor employee that 
the sign was kept in the garage for use on those oc- 
casions when one of the doors malfunctioned. Ap- 
parently that door was malfunctioning and there 
was some cause for the other one to remain open. 
Peck’s inquiry, for the first time, disclosed that the 
117 residents of the Manor as well as the owners or 
operators of the other 37 motor vehicles, including 
two commercial enterprises, had full access to the 
garage by way of key or transistor opening devices 
furnished by the Manor. 

Peck testified as to the amount he paid for the 
boat when new, shortly before storing it at the 
Manor garage. He further testified as to further ex- 
penses for bringing the boat to Omaha, since the 
purchase price was f.o.b. elsewhere, as well as to 
the amounts he had spent in “rigging’’ the boat. 
Further foundation was laid by showing his knowl- 
edge of boat prices on the market. Peck was per- 
mitted, as owner, to offer his opinion of the market 
value of the boat at the time it disappeared. He tes- 
tified it then had a market value of $5,000. The 
Manor offered no evidence to rebut this evidence as 
to value. 

The original petition in the municipal court al- 
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leged that the loss of the plaintiff’s boat was through 
the negligence of the Manor by permitting unauthor- 
ized personnel to gain admission to the premises. 
Upon remand, and before the second trial in the mu- 
nicipal court, plaintiff was granted leave to amend 
the petition to conform with the proof by adding an 
additional allegation of negligence, ‘‘in failing to 
keep a proper lookout for property belonging to the 
plaintiff.’’ 

The Manor assigns as error the finding of the 
lower court that the plaintiff sustained his burden of 
proof as to (1) liability and (2) damages. 

The Manor’s first contention is that the written 
agreement between the parties relieves the Manor 
of liability wherein it provided that ‘‘The Manor 
shall not be held liable for any damage to these 
boats and equipment while on the premises.’’ The 
Manor contends it was intended that loss of the boat 
be included in the language ‘‘damage to these 
boats.’’ 

In Bishop Cafeteria Co. v. Ford, 177 Neb. 600, 129 
N. W. 2d 581, we held: ‘‘A written contract which is 
couched in clear and unambiguous language is not 
subject to a construction other and different from 
that which flows from the language used.’’ 

The contract was drawn and provided by the 
Manor. The contention that ‘‘loss’’ was intended to 
be included in ‘‘damage”’ is without merit. 

In addition this court held in Nagaki v. Stockfleth, 
141 Neb. 676, 4 N. W. 2d 766: ‘‘[T]he right of a 
bailee to limit his liability as such by contract does 
not extend to exemption from the consequences of 
his own negligence, if resulting in damages to bailor. 

“TU]nder the rules applicable generally to bailees 
for mutual benefit or bailees for hire [the bailee is] 
required to exercise ordinary care for its safekeep- 
ing, and is liable to the owner for any loss resulting 
from his negligent acts or omissions * * *.’’ 

Further this court held in Simpkins v. Ritter, 189 
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Neb. 644, 204 N. W. 2d 388: ‘‘It is of the very essence 
of a contract of bailment that it shall contemplate 
the return of the property bailed. * * * 

“““The term ‘‘bailment’’ is comprehensively de- 
fined as a delivery of personalty for some particular 
purpose, or on mere deposit, upon a contract, ex- 
press or implied, that after the purpose has been ful- 
filled it shall be redelivered to the person who de- 
livered it or otherwise dealt with according to his di- 
rections, or kept until he reclaims it, as the case 
may be.’ ”’ 

The Manor next claims as error the finding that 
Peck had sustained his burden of proof as to lia- 
bility. Its argument in support thereof is two- 
pronged. First, it argues that Peck failed to prove 
either of the two alleged specific acts of negligence. 
The uncontradicted evidence of both parties was 
that Peck delivered the boat to the Manor garage for 
storage and placed it in the stall assigned by the 
Manor; that it was moved to a different stall at the 
discretion of the Manor; that the boat was then un- 
der the control of and in the possession of the 
Manor; and that Peck had no access to the boat ex- 
cept upon the fulfillment of procedures dictated by 
the Manor. The evidence further established that 
the boat was to be stored and redelivered to Peck 
upon Peck’s following the prescribed procedures; 
that Peck had no key or means of entry to the ga- 
rage without consent of Manor employees; that un- 
known to Peck until after the boat was missing, 137 
tenants and the renters of 37 other stalls, including 
two commercial companies, had keys or opening de- 
vices, or both, available to them and to whomever 
else they might permit to use them. Peck, upon 
finding the boat missing, learned of previous garage 
door malfunctions occurring with sufficient fre- 
quency to cause the Manor to have a sign prepared 
and available when the overhead doors mailfunc- 
tioned; and that shortly following the discovery of 


VOL. 203] JANUARY TERM, 1979 315 


Peck v. Masonic Manor Apartment Hotel 


the loss of the boat Peck found one such door open 
and no Manor employee present, or other security 
measure taken, to prevent entry by anyone, includ- 
ing any unauthorized person who might enter the ga- 
rage from the busy thoroughfare running past the 
garage or from the business district within which 
the garage was located. The Manor employees tes- 
tified they had no idea how the boat turned up 
missing, thereby confirming that they failed to keep 
a proper lookout for Peck’s boat. The triers of fact, 
first a jury, next the municipal judge, and finally the 
District Court upon trial de novo upon the record, 
have found the evidence sufficient. We concur. 

The second prong of the Manor’s argument ap- 
pears to be an attempt to raise the question of 
whether there was a bailor-bailee relationship or a 
lessor-lessee one. The case, on the first trial to a 
jury, was submitted as a bailment. It was retried 
on the same theory and tried de novo on appeal as a 
bailment. There appears to be no doubt that the 
conditions of a bailment rather than that of lessor- 
lessee existed. 

The Manor last assigns as error that the damages 
were excessive under the evidence adduced at trial. 

Peck, aS owner, over objection, was permitted to 
give his opinion as to the value of the boat at the 
time of loss. Foundation for his testimony as to 
value was laid by eliciting from him the cost of the 
boat, cost of transporting the boat to Omaha, cost of 
motors and other parts and accessories required to 
“rig’’ the boat, as well as the purchase price of 
similar boats on the market in Omaha at the time of 
loss. 

This court in Borden v. General Insurance Co., 157 
Neb. 98, 59 N. W. 2d 141, has ruled: ‘‘The owner of 
personal property is qualified to express an opinion 
of the value thereof solely because of his status as 
owner of it. * * * The qualification of a witness to 
give testimony of the value of personal property is 
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committed to the sound discretion of the trial court 
and its ruling thereon will only be disturbed when 
clearly erroneous.’’ This case has been cited and 
the principles of law set forth therein approved in 
other decisions of this court. 

The Manor offered no evidence to rebut or contra- 
dict Peck’s evidence of value at the time of loss. 
For all the reasons set forth above, the findings and 
judgment of the District Court are affirmed. 

AFFIRMED. 

Krivosua, C. J., concurs in result. 


AGNES MAHAN, APPELLEE, V. WILLIAM FE’. MAHAN, 
APPELLANT. 


278 N. W. 2d 594 
Filed May 8, 1979. No. 42142. 


1. Divorce: Alimony: Property. Although alimony and allocation 
of property rights are distinguishable and have different purposes 
in marriage dissolution proceedings, they are still closely related in 
the matter of determining the amount to be allowed, and circum- 
stances may require that they be considered together to determine 
whether the court has abused its discretion. 

2. ; . The fixing of alimony or distribution of 
property rests i in the sound discretion of the District Court, and, in 
the absence of an abuse of discretion, will not be disturbed on ap- 
peal. 


Appeal from the District Court for Scotts Bluff 
County: ALFRED J. Kortum, Judge. Affirmed. 


Richard A. Douglas, for appellant. 


R. M. Van Steenberg of Van Steenberg, Brower, 
Chaloupka, Mullin & Holyoke, for appellee. 


Heard before Krivosua, C. J., CLINTON, and HaAsrt- 
INGcs, JJ., and Stuart, District Judge, and Kuns, Re- 
tired District Judge. 


Stuart, District Judge. 
This is an appeal from an order of the District 
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Court refusing to modify the alimony provision of an 
original decree of dissolution of marriage. The 
marriage of the parties was dissolved on October 12, 
1972. As part of this decree each party was awarded 
certain property and William F. Mahan was ordered 
to pay Agnes Mahan as alimony the sum of $700 per 
month for a period of 121 months commencing No- 
vember 1, 1972. The decree continued: ‘‘Such ali- 
mony shall terminate on the remarriage or the death 
of the plaintiff. * * * All payments of alimony are 
subject to further order of the court.”’ 

On January 11, 1977, Dr. Mahan filed a motion for 
modification of the alimony provision of the original 
decree, alleging changes in Mrs. Mahan’s circum- 
stances. Mrs. Mahan filed an answer and cross- 
petition. After trial the District Court found that Dr. 
Mahan had failed to prove any material change in 
circumstances which would justify a modification of 
the original decree as it pertained to alimony. The 
court also found that Mrs. Mahan had failed to prove 
any material change in circumstances which would 
entitle her to an increase in alimony. Costs were 
taxed to Dr. Mahan including a $1,250 fee for Mrs. 
Mahan’s attorney. 

Appellant contends that the increase in Mrs. Ma- 
han’s earned income constitutes a material change 
in circumstances. At the first trial on September 21, 
1972, Mrs. Mahan testified she went back to work as 
a beauty operator in 1972 and at the time of the trial 
was making $40 per week. At the second trial it was 
shown that her income as a beautician was as fol- 
lows: For 1974, $4,668; for 1975, $4,914; for 1976, 
$5,003; and for 1977, $5,593. In addition she had in- 
come from interest on savings and the alimony paid 
by Dr. Mahan. An attempt on her part to show Dr. 
Mahan’s income during the same time periods was 
not allowed by the trial judge. 

It stands to reason that at the time of the trial, 
when Mrs. Mahan had just resumed her occupation 
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as a beauty operator, her income would be small. 
Her annual increase of earned income from 1974 to 
1977 approximates 5 percent per annum. These 
facts are insufficient to show a material change in 
circumstances. ‘‘Although alimony and allocation 
of property rights are distinguishable and have dif- 
ferent purposes in marriage dissolution proceedings, 
they are still closely related in the matter of de- 
termining the amount to be allowed, and circum- 
stances may require that they be considered to- 
gether to determine whether the court has abused its 
discretion. * * * The fixing of alimony or distribution 
of property rests in the sound discretion of the Dis- 
trict Court, and, in the absence of an abuse of discre- 
tion, will not be disturbed on appeal.’’ Hansen v. 
Hansen, 199 Neb. 462, 259 N. W. 2d 912; Olson v. Ol- 
son, 195 Neb. 8, 236 N. W. 2d 618. 

We have examined Dr. Mahan’s other claims that 
there has been a material change in circumstances 
and find that they are without merit. 

Appellant also claims the trial court’s award of 
$1,250 for appellee’s attorney was excessive. The 
record shows Mrs. Mahan’s counsel spent a total of 
36 1/6 hours time plus $17 for out-of-pocket expenses. 
We find that this claim is without merit. 

The appellee is allowed an additional attorney’s 
fee of $750 for the services of her attorney in this 
court. 

AFFIRMED. 


T. S. McSHANE Co., INC., A CORPORATION, APPELLANT, 
v. DOMINION CONSTRUCTION COMPANY, A CORPORATION, 
APPELLEE. 

278 N. W. 2d 596 
Filed May 8, 1979. No. 42149. 


1. Bill of Exceptions: Records: Affidavits: Appeal and Error. 
Although an affidavit may be used to prove service of process, such 
affidavit cannot be considered on an appeal of a cause to this court, 
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unless it is offered in evidence in the trial court and preserved in 
and made a part of the bill of exceptions. 

2. Judgments: Verdicts: Appeal and Error. The findings of a court 
in a law action in which a jury is waived have the effect of a verdict 
of a jury and will not be disturbed on appeal unless clearly wrong. 

3. Statute of Limitations: Time. A cause of action accrues and the 
statute of limitations begins to run when an aggrieved party has a 
right to start and maintain a suit. 

4. Contracts: Statute of Limitations: Time: Sales. The statute of 
limitations begins to run against a cause of action to recover the 
purchase price or value of goods sold and delivered at the time of 
their delivery unless there is some agreement as to the time and 
manner of payment different from that which the law implies, 
which is, payment shall be made in cash on delivery. If a term of 
credit is given to the buyer, the statute begins to run when, and 
only when, the period of credit has expired. 

5. Statute of Limitations: Ratification. The mere entry of a credit 
by creditor without the consent of his debtor is without effect upon 
the statute of limitations and the fact that the debtor knows of an 
unauthorized entry of credit and makes no objection thereto is not 
alone sufficient to constitute a ratification of the credit so as to toll 
the statute of limitations. 

6. Contracts: Statute of Limitations: Time. The latest item of a 
continuous account removes prior items from the operation of the 
statute of limitations. Transactions may be independent because 
of special contracts, long intervals, or other circumstances. 

7. Sales. Openness of an account may be indicated when further 
dealings between the parties are contemplated and when some 
term or terms of the sale or sales is left open and undetermined. 


Appeal from the District Court for Scotts Bluff 
County: RosBert O. Hippe, Judge. Affirmed. 


Raymond, Olsen & Coll, for appellant. 


Wright & Simmons and John A. Selzer, for appel- 
lee. 


Heard before BosLauGH, CLINTON, BRODKEY, and 
Hastines, JJ., and Hickman, District Judge. 


Hickman, District Judge. 

This is an action for monies owed to appellant, the 
plaintiff below, by the appellee, the defendant below, 
for parts, equipment, and services. The parties will 
be hereinafter designated as they were in the trial 
court. 
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There are only two issues before the court. The 
first deals with the trial court’s sustaining a special 
appearance filed by the defendant objecting to juris- 
diction of the court over the defendant and the sec- 
ond with whether the statute of limitations barred 
the action. 

Plaintiff filed its action to collect the balance due 
on the account on August 7, 1973, and summons was 
issued and served on defendant by serving the secre- 
tary of defendant corporation on August 7, 1973. De- 
fendant filed a special appearance on September 6, 
1973, objecting to the jurisdiction of the court over 
the person of the defendant and supported same by 
affidavit. On November 23, 1973, a hearing was held 
on the special appearance at which time the affi- 
davits of the defendant and counteraffidavits of the 
plaintiff were received into evidence. The trial 
court sustained the special appearance and granted 
plaintiff 20 days to take further steps to obtain good 
service upon defendant. The affidavits received 
into evidence at the hearing on November 23, 1973, 
have not been made a part of the bill of exceptions. 
The plaintiff did not stand on the service obtained 
and on December 13, 1973, plaintiff filed an amended 
petition. Summons was issued and valid service ob- 
tained on defendant on December 13, 1973. 

Plaintiff assigns the sustaining of defendant’s 
special appearance as error; however, this assign- 
ment of error cannot now be considered by this court 
in the absence of a bill of exceptions for the hearing 
on November 23, 1973. 

We said in Anderson v. Autocrat Corp., 194 Neb. 
278, 231 N. W. 2d 560: ‘‘It is true, of course, that an 
affidavit may be used to prove the service of a sum- 
mons, notice or other process in an action. See § 
25-1244, R. R. S. 1943; Erdman v. National Indem- 
nity Co., 180 Neb. 133, 141 N. W. 2d 753 (1966). While 
the law permits the use of affidavits for that pur- 
pose, and thus avoids problems relating to same 
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with reference to the ‘hearsay’ rule, it is still a re- 
quirement of law that before such affidavit may be 
considered in this court, it must first be introduced 
and received in evidence. The mere filing in the of- 
fice of the clerk of District Court and its inclusion in 
the transcript is not sufficient. In State ex rel. Pier- 
son v. Fawcett, 2 Neb. Unoff. 248, 96 N. W. 219 
(1901), it was held that an affidavit may be used to 
prove the service of process; but it is not part of the 
bill of exceptions, unless presented to the trial court. 
In Spidel Farm Supply, Inc. v. Line, 165 Neb. 664, 86 
N. W. 2d 789 (1957), this court stated: ‘There is no 
affidavit preserved or contained in the bill of excep- 
tions in this case. The effect of this omission is that 
any affidavit considered by the district court is not 
before and may not be considered by this court. An 
affidavit used as evidence in the district court can- 
not be considered on appeal of a cause to this court 
unless it is offered in evidence in the trial court and 
preserved in and made a part of the bill of excep- 
tions. Berg v. Griffiths, 127 Neb. 501, 256 N. W. 44, 
102 A. L. R. 1124; Harder v. Harder, 162 Neb. 433, 76 
N. W. 2d 260. The fact that an affidavit used as evi- 
dence in the district court was filed in the office of 
the clerk of the district court and made a part of the 
transcript is not important to a consideration and 
decision of an appeal in the cause to this court. If 
such an affidavit is not preserved in a bill of excep- 
tions, its existence or contents cannot be known by 
this court. Harder v. Harder, supra; Frye v. Frye, 
158 Neb. 694, 64 N. W. 2d 468.’ Numerous other 
cases to the same effect are collected in 2 Nebraska 
Digest, Appeal & Error, Key No. 523(2).”’ 

The ruling of the District Court sustaining the 
special appearance, in the absence of a bill of excep- 
tions for that hearing, must be presumed correct 
and the burden lies with the plaintiff to show the con- 
trary. Plaintiff has not carried its burden in this 
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respect by providing this court with a bill of excep- 
tions containing the affidavits. 

Prior to a trial on the merits, defendant filed a 
motion under section 25-221, R. R. S. 1943, to try the 
issue of the applicability of the statute of limitations 
separately from any other issue. This motion was 
sustained and a trial was had to the court on the sole 
issue of the applicability of the statute of limitations 
on April 6, 1978. The court rendered its decision on 
April 24, 1978, finding that plaintiff’s cause of action 
on the disputed items accrued on September 6, 1969, 
which was 10 days after the invoice for the last dis- 
puted item and that plaintiff’s claim was therefore 
barred by the statute of limitations except for the 
item of $15.58 which the court retained for further 
decision. A judgment of dismissal against the plain- 
tiff was granted except for the $15.58 item. 

The findings of a court in a law action in whicha 
jury is waived have the effect of a verdict of a jury 
and will not be disturbed unless clearly wrong. 
Lewis v. Hiskey, 166 Neb. 402, 89 N. W. 2d 132; Wal- 
lace v. Insurance Co. of North America, 162 Neb. 
172, 75 N. W. 2d 549. 

A resume of the facts is necessary to a decision on 
plaintiff’s second assignment of error. 

Plaintiff corporation is a contractor’s equipment, 
parts, supply, and service company located in 
Omaha, Nebraska. Defendant corporation’s office 
is located in Scottsbluff and its business is basically 
the construction of electric transmission lines or 
parts of them as a subcontractor with its work being 
performed in various locations in and out of the 
State of Nebraska. Generally when defendant 
needed a part for its equipment or needed equip- 
ment the order would be called in to the plaintiff’s 
office. Plaintiff would then ship the item directly to 
defendant at Scottsbluff or to the defendant’s job site 
and then invoice the item to defendant, thereafter 
posting the charge to its ledger. Plaintiff mailed de- 
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fendant a monthly statement of the account showing 
the invoice date, invoice number, the charge, the 
credits, and the balance owing. 

Defendant generally paid by invoice either 
singularly or in a group and defendant’s check in 
each case specified the invoice or invoices being 
paid. Defendant’s president testified the defendant 
tried to pay by invoice so that the cost of the item 
could be charged to the job defendant was then per- 
forming and that defendant never paid by plaintiff’s 
monthly statement of account unless the statement 
was in the exact amount of the invoice or invoices to 
be paid. There are minor date posting errors be- 
tween plaintiff's ledger sheets and the dates of some 
of the invoices, but they are considered to be of no 
significance to a decision in this case. The account ac- 
cording to plaintiff’s ledger had one charge and one 
payment in 1967. Eleven charges and three payments, 
together with one credit memorandum, appear in 1968. 
In 1969, prior to July 14, 1969, there were two charges, 
two payments, and two credit memorandums. On 
July 14, 1969, the account had a zero balance. 

The evidence shows defendant made payment 
within 30 days and up to 4 months after being in- 
voiced between July 14, 1969, and December 30, 1970. 
In June and July 1969, plaintiff performed services 
on and supplied parts for defendant’s Poclain back 
hoe which resulted in defendant being sent three in- 
voices, dated August 14, 1969, for $1,942.82 for a 
boom for the back hoe; August 18, 1969, for $269.65 
for labor on and small parts for the back hoe; and 
August 27, 1969, for $6,098.51 for hydraulic parts and 
services on the back hoe. The terms of payment 
stated on each invoice were ‘‘Net 10th Prox.’’ De- 
fendant was invoiced on July 31, 1969, for $1,948.20 
for a Morgan conveyor and its assembly shipped by 
plaintiff on July 7, 1969, which was not related to the 
back hoe. On August 20, 1969, defendant was in- 
voiced for $428.40 for an item related to the Morgan 
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conveyor and shipped by plaintiff on August 5, 1969. 
On August 30, 1969, defendant was invoiced for $40.41 
for a chute, chain, and pin not related to the back 
hoe which was shipped by plaintiff on August 27, 
1969, for which defendant issued its check on Oc- 
tober 31, 1969, but which was not shown on plaintiff's 
ledger as a credit until December 31, 1969. On Sep- 
tember 18, 1969, defendant was credited with pay- 
ment of the invoices of July 31 and August 20, 1969, 
and by September 18, 1969, defendant had communi- 
cated its refusal to pay the plaintiff for the invoices 
of August 14, 1969, August 18, 1969, and August 27, 
1969. Between August 21, 1969, and September 30, 
1969, plaintiff sent invoices to defendant for parts 
and materials shipped in April, May, June, July, and 
up to August 25, 1969, and for equipment rental, none 
of which related to the back hoe. These invoices 
were paid as a group by defendant’s check issued 
October 31, 1969, but are not shown on plaintiff’s 
ledger. On December 19, 1969, plaintiff issued a 
credit memorandum crediting defendant’s account 
for $1,076.75 which applied to one of the disputed in- 
voices and was for reusable parts plaintiff had taken 
off of defendant’s Poclain back hoe. After August 27, 
1969, defendant made no purchases from plaintiff un- 
til it ordered a decal for a Grove crane on February 9, 
1970, which was shipped on February 16, 1970, and 
invoiced to defendant on February 23, 1970, at a cost 
of $15.58. This invoice has never been paid. 

After the purchase of the decal, above mentioned, 
defendant was invoiced on May 7, 1970, for two 
tampers, which were not related to the back hoe, 
shipped on April 16, 1970, and defendant’s account 
was credited with payment on May 26, 1970. De- 
fendant was invoiced for a tamper part and carbu- 
retor on June 24, 1970, which items were not related 
to the back hoe and which were shipped by plaintiff 
on June 20, 1970. Defendant was credited with pay- 
ment of that invoice on October 5, 1970. The last item, 
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a parts manual for a crane, was invoiced to defend- 
ant on November 23, 1970, and defendant’s account 
was credited with payment on December 23, 1970. 

The parties are in agreement that an action can 
only be brought on a verbal contract within 4 years 
and that section 25-206, R. R. S. 1943, is applicable. 

A cause of action accrues and the statute of limi- 
tations begins to run when the aggrieved party has 
the right to institute and maintain a suit. Weiss v. 
Weiss, 179 Neb. 714, 140 N. W. 2d 15. 

Plaintiff’s invoices indicate the terms of payment 
to be ‘‘Net 10th Prox.’’ This phrase is not defined in 
the evidence. The District Court found it to mean 10 
days after the invoice. 

In Webster’s Third New International Dictionary, 
1969, the abbreviation ‘‘Prox.’’ is used following the 
word proximo which is defined as ‘‘of or occurring in 
the next month after the present.”’ 

Whether the statute commenced to run on Septem- 
ber 6, 1969, or September 11, 1969, is of little differ- 
ence under the facts. We conclude that the cause of 
action accrued on the disputed items on September 
11, 1969, the day following the date plaintiff extended 
credit. ‘‘The statute of limitations begins to run 
against a cause of action to recover the purchase 
price or value of goods sold and delivered at the 
time of their delivery unless there is some agree- 
ment as to the time or manner of payment different 
from that which the law implies, which is that pay- 
ment shall be made in cash on delivery. If aterm of 
credit is given to the buyer the statute begins to run 
when, and only when, the period of credit has ex- 
pired.”’ 54 C. J. S., Limitation of Actions, § 137(b), 
pp. 60-61. 

Thus, the statute of limitations ran on the disputed 
invoices on September 11, 1973, unless it was tolled. 

The plaintiff does not claim that the statute was 
tolled by any of the statutory grounds set forth in 
section 25-216, R. R. S. 1948, but relies instead upon 
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the entry of the credit to defendant’s account on De- 
cember 19, 1969, in the sum of $1,076.75 and upon de- 
fendant’s purchase of the $15.58 decal shipped by 
plaintiff on February 16, 1970, and invoiced to de- 
fendant on February 23, 1970, either of which 
plaintiff claims tolled the statute of limitations. 

Plaintiff contends that its issuance of a credit 
memorandum on December 19, 1969, which was 
posted on plaintiff’s ledger on December 31, 1969, 
crediting defendant’s account for the value of the re- 
usable parts from the back hoe, was sufficient to toll 
the statute to that date, and thus, since valid service 
was obtained on December 138, 1973, within 4 years of 
the entry of the credit memorandum, the statute of 
limitations was tolled. 

The facts reflect plaintiff took the reusable parts 
in June or July 1969, when it worked on the back hoe, 
and did not credit defendant with the value of those 
parts until some 5 to 6 months later. Defendant did 
not request the credit and its issuance was purely 
the unilateral act of the plaintiff. Defendant did not 
object to the entry of the credit, but had by Sep- 
tember 18, 1969, refused to pay the invoice to which 
the credit was applied. 

Plaintiff cites Heineman v. Thimgan, 136 Neb. 357, 
285 N. W. 920, for the proposition that a credit in 
favor of a debtor may, if duly applied as a part pay- 
ment on the creditor’s claim against the debtor, be 
sufficient for the purpose of interrupting the running 
of the statute of limitations. That case was a suit on 
an open account where the terms of payment were 
not specified for carpenter work and labor per- 
formed by plaintiff for defendant during the years 
1923, 1924, 1925, 1927, and 1928. Plaintiff was then 
due $297.10 which remained unpaid. Thereafter, de- 
fendant in the years 1931, 1932, 1933, and 1934, did 
some work for the plaintiff for which he was entitled 
to be paid. Suit was commenced in 1937. The court 
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held that the plaintiff’s indebtedness to the defend- 
ant was properly applied to reduce the amount of 
defendant’s indebtedness to plaintiff and that this 
application of the debt amounted to part payment 
which tolled the statute of limitations. It is clear in 
the Heineman case that there was an open account 
and an affirmative act by the debtor. He simply 
made a part payment in services instead of money. 

While the rule announced in Heineman v. Thim- 
gan, supra, has application where an affirmative act 
is performed by the debtor entitling the creditor to 
reduce the debt by crediting the debtor, it does not 
apply where no affirmative voluntary act is 
performed by the debtor. 

Section 25-216, R. R. 8. 1943, provides, ‘‘In any 
cause founded on contract, when any part of the 
principal or interest shall have been voluntarily paid 
* * * an action may be brought in such case within 
the period prescribed for the same, after such pay- 
ment * * *,”’ 

Broadly speaking, the rule that part payment tolls 
the statute of limitations is based on the theory that 
part payment ‘‘amounts to voluntary acknowledg- 
ment of the existence of the debt, from which the 
law implies a new promise to pay the balance.’’ It 
follows, therefore, that for a part payment to have 
the effect of tolling the statute of limitations, it must 
be made under such circumstances as to fairly war- 
rant the inference that the debtor recognizes the 
whole of the debt as an existing liability. 51 Am. 
Jur. 2d, Limitation of Actions, § 366, p. 855. 

In Beacom v. Daley, 164 Neb. 120, 81 N. W. 2d 907, 
it was said: ‘‘ ‘A voluntary payment upon a claim 
otherwise barred by the statute of limitations is one 
that was intentionally and consciously made and ac- 
cepted as part payment of the particular indebted- 
ness in question under such circumstances as would 
warrant a clear inference that the debtor assented to 
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and acknowledged the greater debt to be due as an 
existing liability.’ ’’ 

In the present case defendant took no affirmative 
action to seek the credit. Thus, no inference can 
arise that defendant assented to and acknowledged 
the greater debt to be due and in fact defendant had 
refused to pay the debt. 

In 51 Am. Jur. 2d, Limitation of Actions, § 380, p. 
864, it is said: ‘‘The mere entry of a credit on a 
debt by a creditor without the consent of his debtor 
is generally conceded to be without effect upon the 
statute of limitations; also, it seems that the mere 
fact that the debtor knows of an unauthorized entry 
of credit and makes no objection thereto is not alone 
sufficient to constitute a ratification of the credit so 
as to toll the statute of limitations.’’ We therefore 
hold that the credit memorandum issued by the 
plaintiff on December 19, 1969, after defendant’s re- 
fusal to pay the invoice, did not have the effect of 
tolling the statute of limitations. 

Coming now to plaintiff’s last contention that the 
purchase of the decal which was shipped by plaintiff 
on February 16, 1970, took the earlier items out of 
the bar of the statute of limitations, we find that this 
court has recognized the rule that the latest item of 
a continuous account removes prior items from the 
operation of the statute of limitations. Thus, in 
Wellnitz v. Muck, 182 Neb. 22, 152 N. W. 2d 1, plain- 
tiff had sold defendant implements and parts, and 
had rendered services over a 12-year period. Suit 
was commenced on August 4, 1965. The evidence in- 
dicated no payments were made by defendant after 
1959, but defendant made 5 purchases in 1961 prior to 
August 5, 1961, and one purchase on August 5, 1961. 
The court held the rule applicable to the items pur- 
chased in 1961 only, stating: ‘‘Transactions may be 
independent because of special contracts, long inter- 
vals, or other circumstances.’’ Recovery for the 
purchases prior to 1961 was denied because the pur- 
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chases were unrelated to the 1961 purchases and be- 
cause of the inactivity of the account. In Wellnitz v. 
Muck, supra, there was no agreement as to the time 
of payment and this we believe is an important con- 
sideration which we will discuss later in this opinion. 

The case of Lewis v. Hiskey, 166 Neb. 402, 89 N. W. 
2d 132, is also pertinent to a determination of this 
case. There, plaintiff sued on an account for pe- 
troleum products sold to defendant wherein no time 
for payment of the purchases was specified. De- 
fendant was served with summons on December 14, 
1955. The date of the last purchase was December 
15, 1951. The account had run from December 21, 
1950, to the date of the last purchase and the pur- 
chases were related to each other in nature, that is, 
petroleum products. Plaintiff’s ledger showed all 
charges, dates thereof, and all items of credit for 
payments made, none of which were in payment of 
any specific purchase. This court held that the pur- 
chase made on December 15, 1951, took the earlier 
purchases out of the operation of the statute saying, 
‘In 54 C. J. S., Limitation of Actions, § 165, p. 118, 
citing In re Estate of Holloway, supra, [89 Neb. 403, 
131 N. W. 606] and other authorities, it is said: ‘In 
order for later items to take earlier items out of the 
operation of the statute of limitations the account 
must be continuous; and where the transactions be- 
tween the parties are independent and remote, the 
rule does not apply.’ ”’ 

Unfortunately, this court has never distinguished 
the various types of accounts and the rules, set forth 
in 54 C. J. S., § 165, p. 118, apply only to mutual ac- 
counts current whereas we have applied it in the 
past indiscriminately to simple open running ac- 
counts, continuous accounts, and the like. Never- 
theless, the rule is understood and is the law of Ne- 
braska. ; 

The only evidence presented by the plaintiff in this 
case was a copy of plaintiff's ledger and the three 
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disputed invoices. The balance of the evidence was 
offered by the defendant including the testimony of 
defendant’s president. — 

The Kansas Supreme Court in Sheldon Grain & 
Feed Co. v. Schuetz, 207 Kan. 108, 483 P. 2d 1033, 
speaking of mutual open running accounts, states: 
‘(Openness may be indicated when further dealings 
between the parties are contemplated and when 
some term or terms of the sale or sales is left open 
and undetermined.’’ We feel that such statement 
is applicable to a determination of ‘‘openness’”’ in 
any type of account. 

Here there can be little doubt the parties contem- 
plated further dealings with each other since the 
parties had done business between 1967 through 
most of 1970; however, it must be pointed out that 
plaintiff’s own invoices set the terms of the sale on 
each invoice, ‘‘Terms: Net 10th prox.,’’ which we 
find to mean that payment of each invoice was due 
on the 10th day of the month following the date of in- 
voice. Thus, since plaintiff set the date for payment 
of each invoice, it follows that upon nonpayment by 
the 10th day of the month following the date of in- 
voice, the purchase or purchases on each invoice be- 
came a separate cause of action and the transac- 
tions between the parties became independent of one 
another. The record reflects that in answer to de- 
fendant’s ‘‘Second Request for Admissions and Writ- 
ten Interrogatories,’’ which were received into evi- 
dence, the plaintiff admitted it accepted the checks 
from the defendant in payment of the invoices listed 
on the checks. The inference to be drawn from this 
admission is that plaintiff did not accept the defend- 
ant’s checks as payment on an open continuous ac- 
count, but rather upon the invoice or invoices listed. 
Plaintiff therefore should not have applied each pay- 
ment upon the balance of the account. A period of 
over 6 months elapsed between the purchase of the 
disputed items and the date of the purchase of the 
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decal. This would seem to indicate remoteness in 
the dealings between the parties during the impor- 
tant period here involved. 

We also believe the purchase of the decal for a 
Grove crane was unrelated to the purchase of a 
boom for the Poclain back hoe, hydraulic parts for 
the back hoe, and the labor performed on the back 
hoe. Unlike the items for which recovery was al- 
lowed in Wellnitz v. Muck, supra, which were found 
to be interrelated closely in time and subject matter, 
the disputed items here do not relate in their nature 
or, under the evidence, to the decal. 

Because the terms of sale were specified by the 
plaintiff on each invoice, both Wellnitz v. Muck, 
supra, and Lewis v. Hiskey, supra, are distin- 
guished, and we find the purchase of the services, 
boom, and hydraulic parts in July 1969 were not 
saved by the purchase of the decal shipped in Feb- 
ruary 1970. 

Admittedly, the case is close, but we cannot say as 
a matter of law that the District Court was clearly 
wrong and therefore the judgment is affirmed. 

AFFIRMED. 


FLOYD LOCKHART, APPELLEE, V. CONTINENTAL CHEESE, 
INc., A NEBRASKA CORPORATION, AND LAWRENCE 
SYSTEMS, INC., AND DONALD P. PAULY, APPELLANTS. 


278 N. W. 2d 604 


Filed May 8, 1979. No. 42176. 


1. Motions, Rules, and Orders: Verdicts: Judgments. A motion for 
a directed verdict is an absolute prerequisite to a motion for judg- 
ment notwithstanding the verdict. 

2. Motions, Rules, and Orders: New Trial: Verdicts: Statutes. A 
party aggrieved by a verdict may move for a new trial upon the 
grounds that the verdict is ‘‘not sustained by sufficient evidence, or 
is contrary to law’’ as provided in section 25-1142, R. R. S. 1943, and 
the trial court has the power and authority to grant a new trial 
where such legal cause or reason therefor appears in the record 
and timely appropriate motions for a new trial have been filed, 
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notwithstanding the fact that no preliminary motion for a directed 
verdict has been made. 

3. Evidence: Verdicts. In determining the sufficiency of the evi- 
dence to sustain a verdict, the evidence must be considered most 
favorably to the successful party, every controverted fact must be 
resolved in his favor, and he is entitled to the benefit of any infer- 
ences reasonably deducible from it. A jury verdict based on con- 
flicting evidence should not be set aside on appeal unless clearly 
wrong. 

4. Evidence: Judgments. A review of the relevant books of an em- 
ployer by a wage claimant, together with his own arithmetic and 
testimony of his conclusion of the amount due, is sufficient evi- 
dence to support a judgment for a salary bonus figured as an 
agreed percentage of gross profit. 


Appeal from the District Court for Webster Coun- 
ty: FRepric R. Irons, Judge. Affirmed. 


Phillips & Garwood, for appellants. 


William H. Stowell and Jerry McDole, for appel- 
lee. 


Heard before Krivosua, C. J., WHITE, and Hastincs, 
JJ., and REIMER and Hipps, District Judges. 


Hipp, District Judge. 

This is an appeal from a judgment of $10,488.84 for 
plaintiff-appellee upon a jury verdict, and subse- 
quent overruling of an alternative motion filed by 
defendants-appellants, for judgment notwithstand- 
ing the verdict or for a new trial. 

The appellee was employed by appellant, Con- 
tinental Cheese, Inc., a Nebraska corporation, as 
general manager of a cheese manufacturing plant in 
Red Cloud, Nebraska, in about 1966. In July 1967 he 
also became an assistant to the accounts receivable 
manager of appellant Lawrence in order to facilitate 
Lawrence in guaranteeing to lenders of Continental 
that reported inventories in the plant operations 
were accurate. For a time, portions of the appel- 
lee’s salary were paid by both Continental and 
Lawrence. Appellant, Donald P. Pauly, was presi- 
dent and major stockholder of Continental plus 


VoL. 203] JANUARY TERM, 1979 333 


Lockhart v. Continental Cheese, Inc. 


other corporations that deal generally in the manu- 
facture and sale of cheese. Much of the office func- 
tions and bookkeeping of Continental was directed 
from Manitowoc, Wisconsin, by Don Pauly and his 
office manager, Lyle Bauer. 

On December 16, 1971, Don Pauly’s letter to the 
appellee stated, in discussing other matters relating 
to the Red Cloud plant, that: ‘‘I also feel the time 
has come that you should participate in the profits 
we hope to produce. We will set-up a basis of 10% of 
the gross profit, before taxes, as a bonus.’’ There- 
after appellee was paid a weekly salary plus an 
annual bonus check until July 2, 1976, at which time 
Don Pauly terminated his employment by closing 
the Red Cloud plant. 

In this case, the appellee alleged he worked but 
was unpaid for the week of July 3-10, 1976, and had 3 
weeks of vacation pay coming, all at $250 per week; 
and that the bonus paid since 1971 was $9,738.34 short 
of 10 percent of the gross profit for the same period. 
The appellants’ contention, on the other hand, was 
that the appellee did not perform substantial serv- 
ices during the week of July 3-10, 1976; that the vaca- 
tion period was 2 weeks instead of 3 and had been 
used up by short periods from time to time on other 
business interests; and that the bonus should be 10 
percent of the taxable income reported on the corpo- 
rate income tax return after adjustments which re- 
sulted in a bonus overpayment of $1,659.59 rather 
than an underpayment. Both parties agreed that 
appellee’s weekly pay was $250 in June 1976, and 
that a total of $6,996.68 was paid to appellee as a 
bonus. 

The record shows no motion for a directed verdict 
made on behalf of the appellants at the conclusion of 
the appellee’s case or at both parties’ rest. Instruc- 
tions of the court submitting to the jury separate is- 
sues of the July 3-10 pay, vacation pay, and the 
bonus were not objected to at the instruction confer- 
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ence. The verdict of the jury equals 3 of the 4 weeks 
of pay claimed by appellee plus the claim for an un- 
derpayment of the bonus. 

On this appeal, the appellants assign two errors by 
the trial judge. These errors illustrate an applica- 
tion of the rules pertaining to the making of trial mo- 
tions. It should be remembered that a motion for a 
directed verdict precludes a jury from deciding a 
case; a motion for judgment notwithstanding the 
verdict assumes the jury has decided the case but 
judgment is rendered otherwise in spite of that; and 
a motion for a new trial assumes that the jury has 
decided the case but it must be tried all over be- 
cause a statutory ground shows that a party did get 
a trial, but it was not a fair trial. Each of the proce- 
dures has a different history and purpose but all 
have a common characteristic of precluding the 
trier of fact from exercising final judgment in de- 
ciding the case because of rulings of law. 

First assigned is an error in overruling the appel- 
lants’ motion for a directed verdict at the conclusion 
of the appellee’s evidence. The record, however, 
shows that no such motion was made after the court 
inquired if there were any motions to make. The 
same inquiry as to the making of motions was made 
at the conclusion of both parties’ evidence and no 
motion for directed verdict was made by the appel- 
lants either time. Since no motion was made, the 
assignment of error in overruling such a motion is 
clearly without merit. 

The second assignment of error is the trial court’s 
order overruling appellants’ alternative motion for 
judgment notwithstanding the verdict or for a new 
trial, from which this appeal was timely taken. 

As to the motion for judgment notwithstanding the 
verdict, the absence of a motion for a directed ver- 
dict precludes the granting of such judgment. The 
statute authorizing such a procedure is section 25- 
1315.02, R. R. S. 1943, and provides: ‘‘* * * Within 
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ten days after the reception of a verdict, a party who 
has moved for a directed verdict may move to have 
the verdict and any judgment entered thereon set 
aside and to have judgment entered in accordance 
with his motion for a directed verdict; * * *.”’ (Em- 
phasis supplied.) 

Construing this provision In re Estate of Kinsey, 
152 Neb. 95, 40 N. W. 2d 526, this court held that a 
motion for a directed verdict is an absolute pre- 
requisite to a motion for judgment notwithstanding 
the verdict. This is so because the statute provides 
a way whereby the trial court can overrule a motion 
for a directed verdict made during trial, conclude all 
the evidence, receive the verdict, and still set aside 
the verdict later and conclude the litigation by final 
judgment if the evidence was legally insufficient to 
support the verdict. Prior to the adoption of this 
procedure — largely a copy of the then Federal Rule 
50 — the court could only provide for a new trial, 
with its attendant delay and expense, in order to cor- 
rect results insufficiently supported by evidence. 
See, Simmons, ‘‘Directed Verdicts Under Federal 
Civil Procedure Rule 50 and Under Sections 25- 
1315.01 to 25-1315.03 of the Nebraska Revised Stat- 
utes’’, 30 Neb. L. Rev. 630; and Department of Bank- 
ing v. Colburn, 188 Neb. 500, 198 N. W. 2d 69. Thus 
we conclude that the trial court did not err but ruled 
correctly in overruling the appellants’ request for 
judgment notwithstanding the verdict of the jury, 
finding for the appellee, because no motion for a di- 
rected verdict was made. 

Ruling upon this assignment, however, does not 
dispose of the issues on appeal, because a party 
aggrieved by a verdict may move for a new trial 
upon the grounds that the verdict is ‘‘not sustained 
by sufficient evidence, or is contrary to law’’ as pro- 
vided in section 25-1142, R. R. 8S. 1943, and the trial 
court has the power and authority to grant a new 
trial where such legal cause or reason therefor ap- 
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pears in the record and timely appropriate motions 
for a new trial have been filed, notwithstanding the 
fact that no preliminary motion for a directed ver- 
dict has been made. In re Estate of Kinsey, supra. 
Thus, the failure to make a motion for a directed 
verdict does not preclude our review of the overrul- 
ing of a motion for a new trial on the grounds of in- 
sufficiency of evidence. 

In determining the sufficiency of the evidence to 
sustain a verdict, the evidence must be considered 
most favorably to the successful party, every contro- 
verted fact must be resolved in his favor, and he is 
entitled to the benefit of any inferences reasonably 
deducible from it. A jury verdict based on conflict- 
ing evidence should not be set aside on appeal unless 
clearly wrong. National Bank of Commerce Trust 
and Sav. Assn. v. Katleman, 201 Neb. 165, 266 N. W. 
2d 736; First Mid America, Inc. v. Palmer, 197 Neb. 
224, 248 N. W. 2d 30; Department of Banking v. Col- 
burn, supra. 

An application of these principles to a careful 
study of the evidence in the case shows there were 
only three fact issues submitted to the jury. On the 
first, appellee testified he worked full days the week 
of July 3-10, 1976, and explained at length the duties 
he performed and jobs he accomplished. These con- 
sisted of cleanup duties at the plant, arranging for 
delivery of final checks to milk producers, and gen- 
erally setting up the plant for a change of manage- 
ment or for closing of the plant altogether. These 
acts culminated in delivering the keys of the plant 
on the premises to Don Pauly, his employer, on July 
10, 1976. The only contradiction was the testimony 
of Don Pauly that he believed the tasks could have 
been performed more quickly. 

On the vacation issue the appellee did show that 
company policy was to grant 2 weeks of vacation 
pay to terminated employees, that other employees 
received such pay after their termination by the 
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closing of the plant in July 1976, with the notable ex- 
ception of the appellee, and that he did not take any 
of his vacation time in pursuing other business inter- 
ests. This evidence was contradicted by the appel- 
lants with evidence that, when called at the plant, 
the appellee was frequently gone or unavailable, and 
that he was also manager of a local race track. 

As to the bonus, the appellee offered evidence in 
the form of profit and loss worksheets prepared by 
Lyle Bauer, Continental’s office manager, after they 
were requested and produced following a discovery 
deposition of that witness prior to trial. They 
showed the gross profit of Continental operations at 
Red Cloud to be $167,355.19 for the period from 9-31- 
71 to 6-30-76. Appellee then took 10 percent of that 
figure ($16,735.52), less the uncontroverted total 
bonus payment of $6,996.68 actually paid, to support 
his claim of the $9,738.84 underpayment. His ac- 
curacy at arithmetic was stipulated. The appellants 
introduced corporate tax returns for a similar period 
of time and took 10 percent of the net income to form 
a basis for their assertion that the bonus had been 
incorrectly overpaid to the tune of $1,659.59. This 
court has already held that a review of the relevant 
books of the employer by the claimant, together with 
his own arithmetic and testimony of his conclusion 
of the amount due, is ‘‘sufficient’’ evidence to sup- 
port a default judgment for the unpaid ‘‘10% Bonus 
of Net Profit’? salary, and to award a default judg- 
ment for such amount in Morgan v. Weiner, 173 Neb. 
715, 114 N. W. 2d 720. The technique used here was 
no different. No complaint was or is made of the 
manner in which the trial court submitted these is- 
sues to the jury or to its instructions on the law, and 
we have therefore not reviewed any of its actions in 
relation thereto. 

It is our opinion that the fact issues were each con- 
troverted by the respective sides, that they were 
fairly tried at the trial of the case, that evidence ex- 
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ists supporting the verdict of the jury, and that the 

verdict is not clearly wrong. The judgment ren- 

dered by the trial court is accordingly affirmed. 
AFFIRMED. 


CREDIT BUREAU OF HASTINGS, INC., A CORPORATION, 
APPELLEE, V. DUANE GEORGE AND MARGIE GEORGE, 
APPELLANTS. 

278 N. W. 2d 608 


Filed May 8, 1979. No. 42181. 


Judgments: Statutes: Time. Under the provisions of section 24-537, 
R. S. Supp., 1976, a motion to vacate a default judgment in the 
county court must be made within 30 days after such judgment is 
entered and in the manner therein provided. 

Appeal from the District Court for Adams County: 

BERNARD SPRAGUE, Judge. Affirmed. 


Les Seiler, for appellants. 


Michael E. Sullivan of Helmann & Sullivan, for ap- 
pellee. 


Heard before BosLauGH, McCown, CLINTON, and 
Bropkey, JJ., and WINDRuM, District Judge. 


WinpRuM, District Judge. 

Smitty’s Enterprises, Inc., performed services for 
the defendants, Duane and Margie George. There 
was a disagreement concerning the service. The 
account was assigned by Smitty’s Enterprises, Inc., 
to Credit Bureau of Hastings, Inc., a corporation, 
hereinafter called plaintiff. 

Suit was commenced by plaintiff on January 5, 
1977, in the county court of Adams County. On that 
date, the Georges left for their winter vacation and 
did not return until the 25th of February 1977. De- 
fendants were served by the sheriff having left a 
copy of the summons for each at their usual place of 
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residence. A default judgment was entered against 
the defendants and in favor of plaintiff on January 
28, 1977. On March 2, 1977, defendants filed a mo- 
tion to set aside the judgment and requested 10 days 
to further plead. The county court overruled the 
motion. The defendants appealed to the District 
Court for Adams County, Nebraska. The District 
Court sustained the judgment of the county court. 

Defendants, in their motion to set aside the judg- 
ment of January 28, 1977, gave the following reason: 
‘“e * * for reason that the service of summons was 
not properly served upon the defendants; that de- 
fendants were absent from the State of Nebraska 
from January 5, 1977 to February 25, 1977; that both 
the assignee and assignor had knowledge that said 
defendants were absent from the State of Nebraska 
during the period of time this action was filed and 
judgment taken.”’ 

No answer or other proof was produced indicating 
that the defendants had a meritorious defense. An 
affidavit of Duane George was filed stating that they 
were out of the State of Nebraska from January 5, 
1977, to February 25, 1977; that at no time during 
this time were they present in the State of Nebras- 
ka; and that he, the affiant, believed the plaintiff 
knew the defendants were gone from the jurisdiction 
at the time of the alleged service in the matter. The 
copies of the summons were duly served by leaving 
at the usual place of residence. The house of the de- 
fendants was being observed by a neighbor. The 
neighbor lady brought the summons from the front 
door of the residence of the defendants into the 
house, but did not communicate with the defendants 
concerning the same. 

If defendants maintained the service of summons 
was not properly served, they have abandoned such 
argument. 

Section 24-537, R. S. Supp., 1976, reads as follows: 
‘‘When judgment shall have been rendered against a 
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defendant in his absence, the same may be set aside 
upon the following conditions: (1) That he pay the 
costs awarded against him; (2) that his motion be 
made within thirty days after such judgment was en- 
tered; (3) that he notify in writing the opposite 
party, or his attorney, or cause it to be done, of the 
opening of such judgment and of the time and place 
of trial, at least five days before the time thereof, if 
the party reside in the county, and if neither the 
plaintiff nor his attorney be a resident of the county, 
by leaving a written notice thereof at the office of 
the clerk of the court ten days before the trial; 
Provided, that the time of trial shall not be more 
than forty days after the rendition of the judgment.” 

Defendants in no way complied with any of the 
conditions above stated. If defendants rely on any 
theory of fraud, there is no proof of the same. 

Section 24-537, R. S. Supp., 1976, is not new. Im- 
mediately prior to 1976, a very similar statute, then 
being section 26-1,100, R. R. 8. 1943, set forth the pro- 
cedure to open or set aside default judgments in 
courts in metropolitan and primary cities. Our 
court, in State Furniture Co. v. Abrams, 146 Neb. 
342, 19 N. W. 2d 627 (1945), held that section 26-1,100, 
R. R. 8. 1943, was exclusive and that the municipal 
court had no jurisdiction to set aside any default 
judgment unless the provisions as therein set forth 
were followed. 

The rationale in State Furniture Co. v. Abrams, 
supra, is applicable here. Section 24-537, R. S. 
Supp., 1976, sets forth the exclusive method and a 
party must follow same to have a default judgment 
reopened or set aside in the county court. 

Since the above is controlling, there is no reason to 
discuss the holding of Steinberg v. Stahlnecker, 200 
Neb. 466, 263 N. W. 2d 861 (1978), or Beren Corp. v. 
Spader, 198 Neb. 677, 255 N. W. 2d 247 (1977). 

Defendants also maintained that even though the 
court had jurisdiction over them, and even though 


VoL. 203] JANUARY TERM, 1979 341 


State v. Lehman 


they were each given notice of the action by copies 
of the service of summons being left at their princi- 
pal place of residence, the judgment against them 
was void as they were denied all opportunity to be 
heard. They cite Board of Trustees of York College 
v. Cheney, 160 Neb. 631, 71 N. W. 2d 195 (1955). A 
perusal of that case indicates that it has no applica- 
tion here. To hold otherwise would in effect negate 
service of process by leaving the same at the usual 
place of residence. 

The judgment of the District Court is affirmed. 
Plaintiff is awarded $65.90 attorney's fees for serv- 
ices in this court, to be paid by defendants as pro- 
vided iby section 25-1801, R. R. 8. 1943, taxed as costs. 

AFFIRMED. 


STATE OF NEBRASKA, APPELLEE, V. JAMES K. LEHMAN, 
APPELLANT. 
278 N. W. 2d 610 


Filed May 8, 1979. No. 42209. 


1. Supreme Court: Appeal and Error. Except where jurisdiction is 
involved, this court will consider on appeal only questions which 
have been presented to and passed upon by the trial court. 

2. Criminal Law: Constitutional Law: Indictments and Informa- 
tions. A preliminary investigation conducted by the prosecuting 
attorney and upon which he files a sworn complaint or information 
against the party accused, is a sufficient compliance with the re- 
quirement of the Fourth Amendment of the United States Constitu- 
tion that no warrant shall issue but upon probable cause, supported 
by oath or affirmation. 

3. Criminal Law: Hearings: Pleas: Evidence: Juries. The suffi- 
ciency of the evidence at a preliminary hearing may be raised only 
by a plea in abatement filed in the criminal proceedings in the Dis- 
trict Court, and after trial and conviction any error in the ruling of 
the District Court on the plea in abatement is cured if the evidence 
at trial is sufficient to permit the jury to find guilt beyond a reason- 
able doubt. 

4. Indictments and Informations: Witnesses: Time. A trial court 
may, in the exercise of its discretion, permit the names of wit- 
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nesses to be endorsed upon an information before or after the trial 
has begun when there is no showing of prejudice. 

5. Criminal Law: Constitutional Law: Indictments and Informa- 
tions. The provision of the Constitution of the State of Nebraska 
permitting prosecutions for felonies by information, rather than by 
grand jury indictment, does not conflict with the Fifth and Four- 
teenth Amendments of the United States Constitution. 

6. Criminal Law: Statutes: Jurisdiction. In order to suspend juris- 
diction of a state court in a criminal proceeding it is necessary to 
file a petition for removal in the appropriate United States District 
Court, to give notice to the adverse parties, and to file a copy of 
such petition with the clerk of the state court, all as provided by 28 
U. S.C. A., § 1446. Once this is accomplished the state court shall 
proceed no further unless and until the case is remanded. 

7. Courts: Jurisdiction: Appeal and Error. Once the state court is 
notified of an order of remand by the federal court, it resumes ju- 
risdiction and may proceed even in the face of an appeal of the re- 
mand order, unless the defendant obtains a stay of proceedings. 


Appeal from the District Court for Sheridan Coun- 
ty: RosBert R. Moran, Judge. Affirmed. 


James K. Lehman, pro se. 


Paul L. Douglas, Attorney General, and Patrick T. 
O’Brien, for appellee. 


Heard before Krivosua, C. J., BosLauGH, McCown, 
CLINTON, BRODKEY, WHITE, and HASsTINGs, JJ. 


HASTINGS, J. 

Defendant was charged in an information alleging 
that he did ‘‘willfully attempt to evade an income 
tax imposed by the provisions of Secs. 77-27,101 to 
77-27,185 R. R. S. [1943] or the payment thereof.’’ 
He was tried by a jury, convicted, and ‘‘sentenced to 
serve a term of 30 days in the Nebraska State Peni- 
tentiary located near Lincoln, Nebraska, and pay a 
fine of $500.00 and costs of this action.”’ 

It should be noted at the outset that defendant pro- 
ceeded pro se both in the trial court and on appeal. 
This in spite of the fact that at every point in the pro- 
ceedings, the trial court diligently, earnestly, and 
painstakingly pointed out his right to counsel and 
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willingness to appoint counsel at public expense if 
defendant could not afford his own attorney. De- 
fendant refused these offers but insisted that he have 
the assistance of what he called ‘‘counsel of trust,’’ 
laymen who were self-styled experts. This request 
was denied by the trial judge, but, in a remarkable 
display of patience and fairness, he permitted de- 
fendant to have a nonlawyer sit next to him during 
the trial to counsel with defendant but who could not 
participate in the conduct of the trial. At this point, 
it would be appropriate to mention that at all stages 
of the trial, with few minor exceptions, the defend- 
ant refused to participate in the trial proceedings al- 
though he was present and, apparently without dis- 
turbance, objected to the jurisdiction and authority 
of the court over the subject matter and of his per- 
son. 

Defendant’s assignments of error, allowing him 
some measure of literary license and applying 
liberal standards of interpretation, are that the ar- 
rest warrant was issued without oath, affirmation, 
or probable cause; that the preliminary hearing held 
preceding the filing of the information failed to es- 
tablish probable cause; that the information was 
served without the names of witnesses being en- 
dorsed thereon; that the trial judge violated Article 
V, section 14, Constitution of Nebraska, which pro- 
hibits a judge from practicing law, when he instruct- 
ed the county attorney to endorse the names of the 
witnesses on the amended information; that defend- 
ant was entitled to a grand jury indictment; and that 
the trial court was without jurisdiction to commence 
the trial on May 1, 1978, because the case had been 
removed to federal court. 

At the outset, the State reminds us that this court 
ordinarily will not consider any error not presented 
to the trial court by a motion for a new trial. This is 
a correct statement of the law as set forth in State v. 
Price, 198 Neb. 229, 252 N. W. 2d 165 (1977). ‘‘How- 
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ever, while this court may have jurisdiction, it will 
ordinarily not consider any error not presented to 
the trial court by a motion for a new trial if the trial 
court would have authority to correct the error as- 
signed.’’ However, all of defendant’s complaints go 
to jurisdiction, which we will always consider even 
though it may not have been presented to and passed 
upon by the trial court. ‘‘This court has often held 
that: ‘Except where jurisdiction is involved, this 
court will consider on appeal only questions which 
have been presented to and passed upon by the trial 
court.’’’ (Emphasis supplied.) Sleezer v. Lang, 
170 Neb. 239, 102 N. W. 2d 435 (1960). 

Most of the assignments of error border on the 
frivolous, but will be dealt with as precisely as pos- 
sible. Defendant claims that the arrest warrant was 
issued without oath, affirmation, or probable cause. 
The Fourth Amendment of the Constitution does pro- 
vide that: ‘‘The right of the people to be secure in 
their persons * * * against unreasonable searches 
and seizures, shall not be violated, and no Warrants 
shall issue, but upon probable cause, supported by 
Oath or affirmation, and particularly describing 
* * * the person * * * to be seized.’’ (Emphasis sup- 
plied.) A similar contention was made in Ocampo 
v. United States, 234 U. S. 91, 34S. Ct. 712, 58 L. Ed. 
1231 (1914), and was answered by the court as fol- 
lows: ‘‘Consequently, a preliminary investigation 
conducted by the prosecuting attorney of the City of 
Manila, under Act No. 612, and upon which he files a 
sworn information against the party accused, is a 
sufficient compliance with the requirement ‘that no 
warrant shall issue but upon probable cause, sup- 
ported by oath or affirmation.’’’ The complaint 
filed with the county attorney contained an allega- 
tion by the deputy county attorney that defendant 
had violated a particular specified statute and the 
complaint was accompanied by an affidavit under 
oath, made by the same official, that he had been in- 
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formed by a particular official of the Nebraska De- 
partment of Revenue that defendant had committed 
certain acts which, it is obvious, constituted the 
crime charged. Such an affidavit furnishes prob- 
able cause and under the provisions of section 29- 
404, R. R. 8. 1948, the magistrate was required to is- 
sue the warrant. 

There is no transcript in the record of the evidence 
given at the preliminary hearing. Therefore, the or- 
der of the county judge finding probable cause and 
binding over the defendant to District Court will be 
presumed valid. In any event, the fact that defend- 
ant was found guilty by a jury on sufficient evidence 
settled the issue of probable cause. ‘‘We reiterate 
our previously established rule that the sufficiency 
of the evidence at a preliminary hearing may be 
raised only by a plea in abatement filed in the 
criminal proceeding in the District Court. We fur- 
ther hold that after trial and conviction in the Dis- 
trict Court any error in the ruling of the District 
Court on the plea in abatement is cured if the evi- 
dence at trial is sufficient to permit the jury to find 
guilt beyond a reasonable doubt.’”’ State v. Frank- 
lin, 194 Neb. 630, 234 N. W. 2d 610 (1975). 

Whatever failure there was to endorse the names 
of witnesses on the information was rectified by the 
later endorsement with leave of the court at least 3 
weeks before the beginning of the trial. In addition, 
through pretrial discovery and conference, defend- 
ant knew well in advance of the trial not only the 
names of the witnesses, but had in his possession a 
summary of their testimony as required by the trial 
judge. ‘‘A trial court may, in the exercise of its dis- 
cretion, permit the names of witnesses to be en- 
dorsed upon an information before or after the trial 
has begun when there is no showing of prejudice 
***’ State v. Waite, 169 Neb. 113, 98 N. W. 2d 688 
(1959). Certainly there was no prejudice to the de- 
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fendant and the trial judge acted well within his dis- 
cretion. 

There is nothing in the record to indicate the trial 
judge instructed the county attorney to endorse the 
names of witnesses on the information. That por- 
tion of the record, cited by defendant in his brief in 
support of such a claim, is as follows: ‘‘THE 
COURT: Now, these two cases are C1533 and C1534 
and I understand amended Informations are to be 
filed. MR. SMITH: I have them ready, Your 
Honor, and I did endorse the names of the witness 
[sic] thereon.’’ This was testimony in the com- 
panion cases of State v. Forbes, post p. 349, 278 N. 
W. 2d 615, and not the instant case. However, even 
if the trial judge would have directed the county at- 
torney to endorse the names of witnesses on an in- 
formation, that would comprise part of his duties in 
the conduct of judicial proceedings and certainly 
does not constitute the practice of law. 

Indictment by grand jury is not required in the 
State of Nebraska. Section 29-1601, R. R. S. 19438, 
provides in part as follows: ‘‘The several courts of 
this state shall possess and may exercise the same 
power and jurisdiction to hear, try and determine 
prosecutions upon information, for crimes, * * *.’’ In 
Jackson v. Olson, 146 Neb. 885, 22 N. W. 2d 124 
(1946), this court said: ‘‘The Supreme Court of the 
United States has held that ‘* * * the provision of the 
constitution of Nebraska, permitting prosecutions 
for felony by information, does not conflict with the 
Fourteenth Amendment to the Constitution of the 
United States.’ Bolln v. Nebraska, 176 U. S. 83, 44 L. 
Ed. 382, 20 S. Ct. 287.’’ Also, see Lem Woon v. 
Oregon, 229 U. S. 586, 33 S. Ct. 783, 57 L. Ed. 1340 
(1913). 

Defendant’s final assignment of error asserts that 
the state court was without jurisdiction because the 
case had been removed to Federal District Court un- 
der the provisions of 28 U.S. C. A., § 1448. It is true 
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that a petition for removal was filed in the United 
States District Court for the District of Nebraska, 
presumably under the provisions of that section of 
the United States Code, a copy of which was filed 
with the clerk of the District Court for Sheridan 
County on May 1, 1978. 28 U.S. C. A., § 1446, pro- 
vides in substance that a defendant desiring to 
remove a criminal prosecution from a state court 
shall file in the District Court of the United States a 
verified statement containing a short and plain 
statement of the facts supporting such removal. It 
further provides, in part: ‘‘(e) Promptly after the 
filing of such petition and bond the defendant or de- 
fendants shall give written notice thereof to all ad- 
verse parties and shall file a copy of the petition 
with the clerk of such State court, which shall effect 
the removal and the State court shall proceed no fur- 
ther unless and until the case is remanded.’ It is 
beyond question from the case law that a bond can- 
not be required in a criminal case. Lefton v. City of 
Hattiesburg, Mississippi, 333 F. 2d 280 (5th Cir., 
1964). However, the requirement of notice remains. 
“The language of the statute [28 U. S. C. A., § 1446 
(e)] is too plain to require interpretation. Removal 
is accomplished by filing a petition in the district 
court, giving notice to the adverse party, and filing 
of a copy of the petition in the state court.” (Em- 
phasis supplied.) State v. Francis, 261 N. C. 358, 134 
S. E. 2d 681 (1964). 

There is absolutely no indication in the record that 
defendant served the ‘‘adverse party,’’ the State, 
with notice of the filing of such petition for removal. 
As a matter of fact, defendant voluntarily proceeded 
with the selection of a jury on the morning of May 1, 
1978, the date of the filing of the copy of the petition 
in the state District Court clerk’s office, without 
ever mentioning to the court that such filing had 
been made. It could very well be assumed that such 
filing was not accomplished until after the jury se- 
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lection, which does not invalidate that proceeding. 
Proper compliance with the federal statute cited 
simply suspends the state court’s jurisdiction. 
“However, the record does not disclose any of the 
Federal motions. An appellant has the burden of 
providing this court with a proper record * * *. [Ci- 
tations omitted] Thus, it should be noted that the 
filing of the petition for removal is not shown in the 
record nor does the record indicate whether removal 
was effectuated pursuant to 28 U. 8. C. A. § 1446 by 
giving written notice to the adverse parties and 
filing a copy of the petition with the clerk of the 
State court. Therefore, there is no indication that 
the State trial court was ousted from jurisdiction in 
the first instance.’’ (Emphasis supplied.) Dorsey 
v. State, 357 N. E. 2d 280 (Ind. Ct. App., 1976). 

At the risk of being redundant, the foregoing facts 
and legal citations leave us with one of two ines- 
capable conclusions as to the status of this case at 
the time of the selection of the jury on May 1, 1978, 
i.e., either the copy of the petition for removal had 
not as yet been filed, or if it had, the removal proc- 
ess had not been completed in a proper manner. In 
either event, the state trial court continued to have 
jurisdiction throughout the jury selection process. 

On May 2, 1978, a copy of an order remanding the 
case back to the state trial court, signed by United 
States District Court Chief Judge Warren K. Urbom, 
was filed in the office of the clerk of the District 
Court for Sheridan County, Nebraska. Jf the juris- 
diction of the state court had ever been suspended, it 
was certainly free to proceed after the above filing. 
The record in the trial court indicates that before 
anything else was done on the morning of May 2 with 
regard to proceeding with the trial, the presiding 
judge took notice of the filing of a copy of the above- 
mentioned order. True enough, defendant advised 
the court that he planned to appeal the order of re- 
mand and continued to object to the jurisdiction of 
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the state court. 28 U.S.C. A., § 1447 (c) provides: “If 
at any time before final judgment it appears that the 
case was removed improvidently and without juris- 
diction, the district court shall remand the case, and 
may order the payment of just costs. A certified 
copy of the order of remand shall be mailed by its 
clerk to the clerk of the State court. The State court 
may thereupon proceed with such case.”’ 

‘“‘Moreover, it should be noted that after the State 
court is notified of the remand, it resumes jurisdic- 
tion and the defendant who desires to appeal the re- 
mand order must obtain a stay of proceedings.’’ 
Dorsey v. State, supra. ‘‘However, since an appeal 
does lie in section 1443 cases, and since, absent a 
supersedeas, an appeal does not vacate orders of the 
district court, further state proceedings are not 
avoidable * * *.’’ Fosdick v. Dunwoody, 420 F. 2d 
1140 (ist Cir., 1970), 1141 n. 1. No such stay order or 
supersedeas appears in the record, and therefore the 
state trial court properly resumed jurisdiction and 
has had continuing jurisdiction until this appeal. 

All of the assigned errors are wholly without 
merit. There being no claim that the jury’s verdict 
was not supported by the evidence or that the sen- 
tence was excessive, the action of the trial court was 
correct and is affirmed. 

AFFIRMED. 


STATE OF NEBRASKA, APPELLEE, V. RAYMOND F’oRBES, 
APPELLANT. 
STATE OF NEBRASKA, APPELLEE, Vv. NEVA FoRBEs, 
APPELLANT. 
278 N. W. 2d 615 


Filed May 8, 1979. Nos. 42210, 42211. 


1. Criminal Law: Pleas: Arraignments. A claim that a defendant 
was not accorded a preliminary hearing, nor waived it, is de- 
terminable by a plea in abatement. 
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2. Criminal Law: Indictments and Informations: Arraignments. 
District Courts are without jurisdiction to try on information one 
accused of committing a felony within the state unless the defend- 
ant is first accorded the privilege of a preliminary examination or 
waives the same. 

3. Criminal Law: Indictments and Informations: Arraignments: 
Lesser-Included Offenses. If a defendant is accorded a prelimi- 
nary hearing and thereafter an amended information is filed charg- 
ing a crime that includes some of the elements of the original crime 
charged without the addition of any element irrelevant to that 
original charge, no new preliminary hearing is required. 

4. Criminal Law: Indictments and Informations: Tax Evasion: 
Intent. A complaint that accused willfully attempted to evade an 
income tax or the payment thereof without specifying the means 
employed to attempt such evasion, does not include on its face the 
crime of filing a false return. 

5. Criminal Law: Indictments and Informations: Evidence: Ar- 
raignments: Lesser-Included Offenses. Without a certified copy of 
the transcript of the evidence introduced at the preliminary hear- 
ing, and in the absence of a stipulation, no determination can be 
made in District Court that probable cause is established by an 
amended information, which on its face does not appear to be a 
lesser-included offense. 


Appeals from the District Court for Sheridan 
County: RoBert R. Moran, Judge. Reversed and 
remanded with directions. 


Raymond and Neva Forbes, pro se. 


Paul L. Douglas, Attorney General, and Patrick T. 
O’Brien, for appellee. 


Heard before Krivosua, C. J., BosLauGH, McCown, 
CLINTON, BRODKEY, WHITE, and HastTincs, JJ. 


HASTINGS, J. 

The defendants are husband and wife, and were 
charged in separate informations after preliminary 
hearings that each did ‘‘willfully attempt to evade 
an income tax imposed by the provisions of Secs. 77- 
27,101 to 77-27,135, R. R. S., [1943] or the payment 
thereof.”’ Later on, amended informations were 
filed, charging that each did: ‘‘Count 1. wilfully 
make and subscribe an [sic] State Income Tax re- 
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turn, which contains or is verified by a written 
declaration that is made under penalties of perjury, 
which the defendant did not believe to be true and 
correct as to every material matter, for the taxable 
year ending December 31, 1974, Count 2. The de- 
fendant, being a person required under the provi- 
sions of Sec. 77-2701 to 77-27,1385 R. R. S. 1943 as 
amended, to make a state income tax return, did un- 
lawfully and willfully fail to make a valid return for 
the year 1974 pursuant to the provisions of said stat- 
utes of Nebraska.’’ Their cases were consolidated 
for trial to a jury and each was convicted and sen- 
tenced to a term of 15 days imprisonment in the 
‘“‘Nebraska State Penitentiary near Lincoln, Nebras- 
ka’’ as to Raymond Forbes and in the ‘‘Women’s 
State Reformatory at York, Nebraska’’ as to Neva 
Forbes on count 1, a felony; and each was ordered to 
pay a fine of $250 and costs of suit on count 2, a mis- 
demeanor. Although separately docketed on 
appeal, the two cases, together with State v. Leh- 
man, ante p. 341, 278 N. W. 2d 610, were argued 
together. 

With one exception, all of the issues here are 
identical with those in State v. Lehman, supra, and 
are disposed of by our decision in that case. With 
that one exception, all of the procedural facts are 
identical. The exception, as undoubtedly is appar- 
ent from a reading of the statement of the prelimi- 
nary facts above, is that in the present cases, after 
the bind overs to District Court on the original infor- 
mation, leave was given the State to file the amend- 
ed informations as stated above. 

Upon being arraigned on the amended informa- 
tions, the defendants refused to plead, objecting to 
the jurisdiction of the court generally, and pleas of 
not guilty were entered for them by the trial court. 
Thereafter, and before trial, defendants filed a ‘‘De- 
mand for Dismissal,’’ which was essentially a plea 
in abatement in that it objected to the jurisdiction 
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of the court because of the failure to provide a pre- 
liminary hearing after the filing of the amended in- 
formations. ‘It is fundamental that a claim that a 
defendant was not accorded a preliminary hearing, 
nor waived it, is determinable by plea in abate- 
ment.’’ State v. Moss, 182 Neb. 502, 155 N. W. 2d 435 
(1968). It is likewise true that the District Court is 
without jurisdiction to try on information one ac- 
cused of committing a felony within the state unless 
the defendant is first accorded the privilege of a pre- 
liminary examination or waives the same. Latimer 
v. State, 55 Neb. 609, 76 N. W. 207 (1898). ‘‘No infor- 
mation shall be filed against any person for any of- 
fense until such person shall have had a preliminary 
examination therefor, as provided by law, unless 
such person shall waive his right to such examina- 
tion; except as otherwise provided in the Uniform 
Criminal Extradition Act.’”’ § 29-1607, R. R. 8. 1943. 

The State contends the amended informations 
merely charged lesser-included offenses of the 
crimes charged in the original informations, upon 
which preliminary hearings were held. ‘‘The Dis- 
trict Court, before trial, may in its discretion permit 
amendment of a criminal information, provided the 
amendment does not change the nature or identity of 
the offense charged, and the amended information 
does not charge a crime other than the one on which 
the accused has his preliminary hearing.’’ State v. 
Costello, 199 Neb. 43, 256 N. W. 2d 97 (1977). It is 
true that if a defendant is accorded a preliminary 
hearing and thereafter an amended information is 
filed charging a crime that includes some of the ele- 
ments of the original crime charged without the ad- 
dition of any element irrelevant to that original 
charge, no new preliminary hearing is necessary. 
State v. Comer, 199 Neb. 762, 261 N. W. 2d 374 (1978). 

The elements necessary to prove the original 
charge of willfully attempting to evade an income 
tax, or the payment of the same, are that the defend- 
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ants owed a tax and in some manner attempted to 
evade payment. This could be proved, after estab- 
lishing that a tax was owed, by demonstrating that 
the defendants filed false returns, that they filed no 
return at all, or that they simply refused to pay the 
same. If the original complaints, addressed at the 
preliminary hearings, were that the defendants at- 
tempted to evade a tax by the filing of false returns, 
obviously such bind overs would support the 
amended informations charging the filing of a false 
return. However, no specific means was alleged in 
the original informations as to how the evasion was 
attempted. Similarly, if there was a transcript of 
the preliminary hearing in the record here, which 
provided evidence that a false return was the means 
by which the defendants attempted to evade a tax, it 
would undoubtedly support the amended informa- 
tions without further preliminary hearings. 

Be that as it may, nothing in the record, including 
the bill of exceptions in the District Court, showed 
that the filing of false returns was the means by 
which defendants attempted to willfully evade a tax 
which they owed, nor for that matter was it shown 
that defendants in fact owed any tax at all. 

It was the State’s position, and the one which the 
trial court apparently adopted, that if a new pre- 
liminary hearing was held on the amended informa- 
tions, the same evidence would again be presented. 
Examine the following colloquy between the court 
and the prosecuting attorney during the pretrial con- 
ference. According to the State, ‘‘It’s certainly * * * 
the same quantum and elements of proof * * *’’ and 
‘Tf it is not related and it is not a lesser included or 
substantially the same or similar offense, then the 
only alternative available would be to proceed as re- 
quested by the defendant and have a preliminary 
hearing.”” (Emphasis supplied.) The trial judge 
manifested substantial skepticism, when in reply he 
stated, ‘‘Well, I want you to submit a memorandum 
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on this because I have trouble finding this as an in- 
cluded offense, but that’s not to say you’re wrong.”’ 
Later on, the trial court, after being informed that 
there was a preliminary hearing in both of these 
cases on the original informations, was told by the 
prosecuting attorney, ‘‘If we have a preliminary 
hearing or were to have one in this case, we’ll pre- 
sent exactly the same evidence as we did before and 
there wouldn’t be any bearing [sic].’’ To this the 
court replied: ‘‘All right. That takes care of the 
problem as far as I can see.’’ Some 20 days later at 
a further hearing the trial judge stated: ‘‘Now, I 
regard — at this point, the only thing I regard as 
critical is whether or not evidence was offered at the 
preliminary hearing establishing probable cause on 
these two counts. That’s the only thing I regard as 
significant.’’ To which the county attorney replied: 
‘Well, if that’s the only significant thing, Your 
Honor, as I say, it’s the same evidence that was of- 
fered that would be offered if we were to have a new 
one.’’ ‘‘Well, did it touch on these two things?” re- 
plied the court. ‘‘Yes, it does, Your Honor.”’ replied 
the county attorney. The trial court finally disposed 
of the question by stating, ‘‘Well, in that case, my 
ruling will stand.”’ 

However, as earlier stated, the only problem with 
the foregoing position is that there is no record of 
what the ‘‘same evidence that was offered that 
would be offered if we were to have a new one’”’ 
would be. There is no question but what both par- 
ties could stipulate the evidence for a new prelimi- 
nary hearing in the District Court. Also it might be 
said that if a certified transcript of the testimony 
from the county court preliminary hearing, which 
did contain proof of filing a false return, was intro- 
duced in evidence on the hearing resisting defend- 
ants’ motion for a new preliminary hearing, and the 
defendants were given opportunity to refute the 
same, that would justify the denial of a new pre- 
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liminary hearing in this case. However, the mere 
statement by a prosecuting attorney as to what the 
evidence was and will be does not establish one of.- 
fense as a lesser-included offense of another and 
does not constitute a preliminary hearing. 

Finally, and although not specifically raised in the 
assignments of error, is the fact that count 2 
charged the offense of willfully failing to make a 
valid return of income for the same year. The spe- 
cific statute is section 77-27,115, R. R. S. 1948, which 
provides that anyone being required to do so, who 
willfully fails to make an income tax return, shall be 
deemed guilty of a misdemeanor. Defendants did 
raise the absence of a preliminary hearing on this 
count as reversible error. The fact that an informa- 
tion charging a misdemeanor does not require a pre- 
liminary hearing is so elementary that no citation of 
authorities is necessary. However, there is a ques- 
tion as to the efficacy of such a charge. It is diffi- 
cult to understand how the State can charge that the 
filing of a false return is supported by the same facts 
that will support the charge of filing of no return, or, 
as the State contends, the filing of a false return is 
tantamount to failure to file a valid return. Count 2 
is either repetitious of or inconsistent with count 1, 
and the same set of facts can hardly support a guilty 
verdict as to both. 

For the foregoing reasons, the judgments of the 
trial court are reversed and the causes are re- 
manded for new trials in accordance with this 
opinion. 

REVERSED AND REMANDED WITH 
DIRECTIONS. 
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IN RE APPLICATION OF RALPH SAATHOFF V. JBH & 
ASSOCIATES, INC. NEBRASKA PUBLIC SERVICE 
COMMISSION, APPELLEE, V. GRAND ISLAND Movine & 
STORAGE Co., INC., APPELLANT, IMPLEADED WITH BEE 
LINE Motor FREIGHT, INC., ET AL., AND IDEAL TRUCK 


LINES, INC., INTERVENORS-APPELLEES. 
278 N. W. 2d 762 


Filed May 8, 1979. No. 42216. 


Public Service Commission: Statutes: Notice: Motor Carriers. 
Under the provisions of section 75-315, R. R. 8. 1943, the Nebraska 
Public Service Commission may, upon complaint or on the Com- 
mission’s own initiative after notice and hearing, suspend, revoke, 
or change a certificate of a common carrier for willful failure to 
comply with any of the provisions of sections 75-101 to 75-801, R. R. 
S. 1943. 

Public Service Commission: Motor Carriers: Statutes: Words 
and Phrases. The term ‘‘willful failure,’’ as used in the statute giv- 
ing the Nebraska Public Service Commission jurisdiction and au- 
thority to suspend, change, or revoke a certificate of public con- 
venience and necessity for failure to comply with the provisions of 
the Motor Carrier Act, is such behavior through acts of commission 
or omission which justifies a belief that there was an intent en- 
tered into and characterizing the failure complained of. A failure 
through oversight to file the annual report required by section 
75-116, R. R. S. 1943, would not justify the revocation of an au- 
thority. 

Public Service Commission: Motor Carriers: Statutes. An act or 
failure to act within the provisions of section 75-315, R. R. S. 1943, 
may be willful within the meaning of the statute even though a de- 
cision to cease operations under the certificate may be the conse- 
quence of circumstances over which the carrier may have no abso- 
lute control such as financial failure. 

Public Service Commission: Appeal and Error. On an appeal to 
the Supreme Court from an order of the Nebraska Public Service 
Commission, administrative or legislative in character, the only 
questions to be determined are whether the Commission acted 
within the scope of its authority and whether the order complained 
of is reasonable and not arbitrarily made. 

Privity: Time. Ordinarily a party in privity with a party to an ac- 
tion, in the sense that he will be bound by the judgment, is one who 
acquired his interest after commencement of the action or rendi- 
tion of the judgment. 

Public Service Commission: Motor Carriers: Bankruptcy: Stat- 
utes. A trustee in bankruptcy, receiver, custodian in possession 
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under a bankruptcy arrangement, etc., of a carrier, has the rights 
in the certificate of convenience and necessity of the carrier which 
are provided by section 75-322, R. R. S. 1943, and these rights must 
be respected by the Nebraska Public Service Commission. 

7. Property: Bankruptcy. The question of what property belongs to 
the bankrupt as of the date of the filing of the petition in bank- 
ruptcy is determined by state law. 

8. Public Service Commission: Jurisdiction: Bankruptcy. The 
mere filing of a petition in bankruptcy does not deprive a state 
court or agency such as the Nebraska Public Service Commission 
of jurisdiction in a pending action against the bankrupt. 

Appeal from the Nebraska Public Service Com- 
mission. Affirmed. 


Peterson, Bowman, Larsen & Swanson and Lavern 
R. Holdeman, for appellant. 


Nelson & Harding, Michael J. Ogborn, and Jack L. 
Shultz, for intervenor-appellee Ideal Truck Lines, 
Inc. 


James E. Ryan, for intervenors-appellees Bee 
Line Motor Freight, Inc., et.al. 


Heard before BosLaucH, CLINTON, BRODKEY, and 
Hastincs, JJ., and Bartu, District Judge. 


CLINTON, J. 

Grand Island Moving & Storage Co., Inc. (herein- 
after Grand Island), an alleged secured creditor of 
JBH & Associates, Inc. (hereinafter JBH), by rea- 
son of having succeeded by merger to the interest of 
Arrow Freight Lines, Inc. (hereinafter Arrow), has 
appealed from an order of the Nebraska Public 
Service Commission (hereinafter Commission), 
overruling its motion for rehearing on an order of 
the Commission revoking the certificate of public 
convenience and necessity of JBH as a common car- 
rier of goods. The proceedings commenced with the 
filing of a complaint by the director of the motor 
transportation department of the Commission which 
alleged that JBH had willfully failed to file an an- 
nual report with the Commission as required by sec- 
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tion 75-116, R. R. 8S. 1948, and had willfully suspended 
operations under its certificate without permission 
of the Commission contrary to the provisions of sec- 
tion 75-316, R. R. 8. 1943. The authority for the pro- 
ceedings is section 75-315, R. R. S. 1943, which pro- 
vides, among other things, that the Commission 
“may, upon complaint or on the commission’s own 
initiative, after notice and hearing,’’ (emphasis sup- 
plied), suspend, revoke, or change a certificate of 
the carrier ‘‘for willful failure to comply with any of 
the provisions of sections 75-101 to 75-801.”’ 

Grand Island assigns as error: (1) The action of 
the Commission in revoking the certificate was arbi- 
trary, unreasonable, not supported by substantial 
evidence, and contrary to the public interest. (2) 
The action was arbitrary, unreasonable, and unlaw- 
ful because it failed to consider the interests of 
Grand Island, a secured creditor of JBH. (3) The 
Commission’s action was void because the federal 
bankruptcy court held the operating ‘‘authority’’ as 
an asset of the estate of JBH and was therefore un- 
der exclusive jurisdiction of that court. We affirm. 

Regrettably, it is necessary to outline the chronol- 
ogy of the proceedings in this case in order to under- 
stand the contentions. After we have done that, we 
will discuss the evidence and the law. 

The amended complaint was filed on September 7, 
1977, notice of hearing was given to JBH on October 
11, 1977, and hearing was set for October 19 of that 
year. On October 19, JBH filed a suggestion of 
bankruptcy with the Commission indicating that it 
had, on the preceding day, October 18, 1977, filed in 
the United States District Court for Nebraska a peti- 
tion for an arrangement under Chapter XI of the 
Bankruptcy Act. This suggestion filed by JBH in- 
formed the Commission that it was enjoined from 
proceeding by reason of the bankruptcy filing. 
Arrow made an appearance by counsel at the hear- 
ing where a copy of JBH’s suggestion of bankruptcy 
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was received. To the suggestion was attached 
copies of a petition under Chapter XI, and a list of 
creditors. The list did not name Arrow as a credi- 
tor. The hearing then proceeded with only the Com- 
mission offering evidence. After the Commission 
rested, counsel for Arrow then made argument to 
the court and, in the course thereof, referred to the 
existence of a temporary lease of the authority from 
JBH to an organization referred to as North Iowa 
Express, Inc., as well as to an agreement for trans- 
fer, with the approval of the Commission, of the au- 
thority from JBH to North Iowa Express, Inc. At 
the suggestion of the examiner for the Commission, 
copies of the temporary lease and the agreement 
were “‘left as exhibit(s).’’ No evidence was offered 
by either JBH or Arrow as to the identity of North 
Iowa Express, Inc., or its readiness, willingness, 
and ability either to perform the agreement or to 
operate under the certificate. Counsel for Arrow in- 
dicated in response to requests from the examiner 
that it had no evidence with reference thereto. The 
hearing was closed and it was stated: ‘‘... this will 
be brought before the full Commission for considera- 
tion, ....” 

Thereafter on March 3, 1978, before the Commis- 
sion had taken any further action, Grand Island filed 
a motion ‘‘To Postpone and To Consolidate.’’ It al- 
leged that JBH’s certificate had been acquired from 
Arrow by purchase with commission approval on 
April 12, 1976; subsequently Arrow was merged (no 
date alleged) with Grand Island and Grand Island 
became the owner of Arrow’s interest in the pur- 
chase agreement which was an installment con- 
tract; the balance owing on the contract was se- 
cured by ‘‘the certificate issued to JBH;’’ JBH was 
in default (no date alleged); on February 17, 1978, 
JBH was adjudged bankrupt; the trustee in bank- 
ruptcy had abandoned the certificate to the ‘‘secured 
creditor;’’ Grand Island and JBH had agreed on 
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some unspecified date in 1978 that the authority be 
transferred to Grand Island and that Commission 
approval would be sought for such transfer; Grand 
Island proposed to file with the Commission an ap- 
plication to have the certificate reassigned to it as 
successor to Arrow; and no action had been taken to 
date by the Commission on the complaint against 
JBH. Grand Island further alleged that cancellation 
of the certificate was not in the public interest or in 
the interest of Grand Island and alleged it would be 
monetarily damaged by such revocation. This mo- 
tion was never ruled upon and no action by Grand Is- 
land to offer evidence in support of the factual alle- 
gations or to have the motion ruled upon is shown in 
the record. 

On March 7, 1978, Grand Island filed an applica- 
tion to intervene in this case. The Commission 
granted this motion, noting that Arrow, Grand Is- 
land’s alleged predecessor in interest, had appeared 
at the hearing on October 19, 1977, without filing a 
petition to intervene. The order further stated: 
‘‘The Commission’s rules permit an intervenor who 
files after a hearing to become a party of record to 
participate in oral argument on briefs only as to the 
evidence adduced and the law applicable thereto.’’ 
This apparently refers to the evidence adduced at 
the prior hearing. 

On March 27, 1978, the Commission entered an or- 
der revoking the certificate of JBH, finding willful 
failure in the two respects previously mentioned. 
The Commission order also recites: ‘‘October 27, 
1977 the Commission was notified that Defendant 
had taken bankruptcy and that the Bankruptcy 
Court had stayed the commencement or continua- 
tion of any proceeding against the Defendant. Feb- 
ruary 21, 1978 the Commission was notified by the 
Bankruptcy Court that Defendant had been judged a 
bankrupt. March 1, 1978, the Commission was noti- 
fied by the Bankruptcy Court that the Trustee in 
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Bankruptcy had abandoned the authority ....’’ The 
record contains no evidence of such notification or 
facts above described. 

At the hearing on October 19, 1977, a Commission 
witness testified he could not find the annual report 
of JBH in the records of the Commission. The re- 
port in question would have been the first report re- 
quired to be filed by JBH as it had acquired its au- 
thority on April 12, 1976, by transfer from Arrow. 
The witness made no investigation to determine 
whether or not JBH had prepared a report and, if 
one had been prepared, whether or not it had been 
transmitted to the Commission; nor, if one was not 
prepared, whether it was the consequence of over- 
sight or some other reason indicating it was not in- 
tentional. 

In Herman Brothers, Inc. v. Hennis Freight Lines, 
Inc., 192 Neb. 258, 220 N. W. 2d 230, we said: ‘‘The 
term ‘willful failure’ as used in the statute giving the 
Nebraska Public Service Commission jurisdiction 
and authority to suspend, change, or revoke a cer- 
tificate of public convenience and necessity for fail- 
ure to comply with the provisions of the Motor Car- 
rier Act is such behavior through acts of commission 
or omission which justifies a belief that there was an 
intent entered into and characterizing the failure 
complained of. Schmunk v. West Nebraska Ex- 
press, Inc., 159 Neb. 134, 65 N. W. 2d 386.”” Had 
there been evidence of a repeated or continued fail- 
ure to file reports, then there would have been some 
evidence of willfulness within the meaning of the 
statute. Safeway Cabs, Inc. v. Honer, 155 Neb. 418, 
52 N. W. 2d 266. It is clear from our holding in Her- 
man Brothers, Inc. v. Hennis Freight Lines, Inc., 
supra, that a failure through mere oversight to file 
the annual report would not be such willful failure as 
would justify revocation. The burden was on the 
complainant to show the requisite intent. It did not. 
The action of the Commission in basing its order on 
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the willful failure to file the annual report is not sup- 
ported by substantial evidence. 

As to the willful suspension of operations under the 
certificate without the permission of the Commis- 
sion, the evidence was as follows. On August 10, 
1977, a Commission inspector visited JBH’s terminal 
in Grand Island, Nebraska. There he observed no 
freight on the docks and no tractors in the lot. There 
were some trailers. At that time, he spoke to Mr. 
Hellman, owner of JBH, and was told that JBH had 
closed down; he ‘‘wasn’t trucking any more, and all 
the tractors were gone.’’ On August 23, 1977, the in- 
spector visited the terminal for the purpose of de- 
termining why a claim against JBH had not been 
paid. On this occasion he was told by an employee 
of JBH, a secretary, that a petition in bankruptcy 
had been prepared and would be filed. On the day 
of this visit there was no activity about the terminal 
which would indicate the firm was doing business. 
The witness had made occasional inspections at the 
terminal shortly before August 10, 1977, and the firm 
was doing business at that time. The above evi- 
dence, particularly the statement of Hellman, was 
sufficient to show a willful failure to operate without 
having obtained the consent of the Commission. An 
act or failure to act may be willful within the 
meaning of the statute even though a decision to 
cease operations may be the consequence of circum- 
stances over which the carrier may have had no 
absolute control such as, as is inferable in this case, 
financial failure. In Safeway Cabs, Inc. v. Honer, 
supra, we held that a failure by a taxicab operator to 
use a certificate was willful although occasioned by 
an accident to his cab and injuries to himself, where 
over a period of time he made no effort to procure a 
replacement cab or driver and the evidence indi- 
cated he was interested only in disposing of his dam- 
aged cab and the certificate. 

In our review of Commission findings we are lim- 
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ited by the following principle: ‘‘On an appeal to 
the Supreme Court from an order of the Nebraska 
Public Service Commission, administrative or legis- 
lative in character, the only questions to be deter- 
mined are whether the commission acted within the 
scope of its authority and whether the order com- 
plained of is reasonable and not arbitrarily made.”’ 
Herman Brothers, Inc. v. Hennis Freight Lines, 
Inc., supra. 

We now turn to Grand Island’s third assignment, 
i.e., the Commission should not have revoked the au- 
thority in order that Grand Island’s interest as a se- 
cured creditor might be protected. Grand Island es- 
pecially complains of the Commission’s conclusion 
that it had no authority under the statutes ‘‘to en- 
force security interests.’’ It further complains the 
Commission did not act on its motion to postpone the 
revocation matter and consolidate it with the pro- 
posed application to transfer the certificate of JBH 
to Grand Island. 

It is evident from Grand Island’s pleadings that, if 
Grand Island did acquire some interest from Arrow, 
the acquisition occurred after the hearing of October 
19, 1977, and after the petition in bankruptcy was 
filed. The record shows Arrow appeared at the 
hearing and was allowed to offer evidence; in fact, 
evidence was solicited from Arrow by the Commis- 
sion, but it had little to offer. It did not even offer 
evidence that it was a creditor, secured or other- 
wise. If we assume Grand Island was a creditor 
and the position of creditor gave it some standing in 
the revocation hearing, the claim must fail because 
there is no proof or offer of proof that Arrow, to 
whose interest in the security Grand Island claims 
to have succeeded, was a creditor. Arrow had an 
opportunity at the hearing of October 19, 1977, to 
offer whatever evidence it wished. It offered none. 
Grand Island is in no better position than its privy 
and is bound by whatever Arrow did or, in this case, 
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failed to do. Ordinarily a person in privity with a 
party to an action, in the sense that he will be bound 
by the judgment, is one who acquired his interest in 
the subject matter of the suit after the commence- 
ment of the action or the rendition of the judgment. 
Industrial Credit Company v. Berg, 388 F. 2d 835 
(8th Cir., 1968); State ex rel. Beck v. Lush, 170 Neb. 
376, 103 N. W. 2d 136. : 

Grand Island argues the action of the Commission 
is void because the Commission lost jurisdiction 
upon the filing of the petition in the bankruptcy 
court. This argument is not well founded and Grand 
Island cites no authority which supports that posi- 
tion. A certificate of convenience and necessity is, 
in a sense, an asset of the bankrupt carrier and is 
recognized as such by Nebraska statutes. § 75-322, 
R. R. S. 1943. That section permits a trustee, cus- 
todian, etc., to operate under the certificate for 90 
days and to petition the Commission for authority to 
operate for an additional period of time. This is an 
obvious recognition that, in the case of a carrier, the 
value of the assets to the creditors of the carrier 
may well depend upon continued operations for a 
time. The certificate, however, is not property in 
the ordinary sense, as it is a license, and Commis- 
sion authorization is required to transfer it. R. B. 
“Dick’’ Wilson, Inc. v. Hargleroad, 165 Neb. 468, 86 
N. W. 2d 177. A debtor (such as JBH is alleged to 
be) in possession pursuant to an arrangement is a 
fiduciary charged with protection of creditor’s as- 
sets and has the title and power of a trustee. 3 
Cowans, Bankruptcy Law and Practice (2d Ed.), § 
907, p. 92. In this case there is no evidence that 
JBH, as a custodian under an arrangement, or any 
trustee in bankruptcy sought to operate under the 
certificate during the 90-day period specified by sec- 
tion 75-322, R. R. S. 1943, nor that within that time 
anyone petitioned for authority to continue opera- 
tions. 
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The record indicates the Commission acquired ju- 
risdiction on October 11, 1977. The petition for ar- 
rangement was not filed until October 18, 1977. The 
Commission could not take any action which would 
interfere with or jeopardize the rights of the fiduci- 
ary to act for the debtors under the provisions of sec- 
tion 75-322, R. R. S. 1943. It did not. Even Grand 
Island pleads that before the Commission acted the 
certificate was abandoned by a trustee allegedly ap- 
pointed. 

Grand Island relies upon the following principle. 
“ “The doctrine of custodia legis refers to the power 
of the Bankruptcy Court to assume complete control 
over the assets of a bankrupt estate and to prevent 
any action that would tend to embarrass the Court in 
the equitable distribution of the estate. 1 Collier on 
Bankruptcy, § 2.06 (14th Ed. 1971).’ The jurisdic- 
tion of the Bankruptcy Court over the assets of a 
bankrupt is ‘exclusive’. 1 Collier on Bankruptcy, { 
2.06, pp. 155-56 (14th Ed. 1974).’’ Grand Island cites 
no authority, however, which would give the bank- 
ruptcy court the authority to approve a transfer of 
an authority or to revoke an authority. We think it 
obvious that it had no such authority. The question 
of what property belongs to the bankrupt as of the 
date of the petition is determined by state law. 
Seymour v. Wildgen, 137 F. 2d 160 (10th Cir., 1943); 
Commercial Credit Co. v. Davidson, 112 F. 2d 54 (5th 
Cir., 1940). A license held by the bankrupt and 
which is transferable, vests in the trustee. In re 
Mitchell, 250 F. 1003 (E. D. Pa., 1918). However, a 
license which is a personal privilege and which the 
holder cannot transfer does not vest in the trustee. 
E. S. Bonnie & Co. v. Perry’s Trustee, 117 Ky. 459, 78 
S. W. 208. As we have already pointed out, in Ne- 
braska a certificate is a license which may not be 
transferred without permission of the Commission. 
R. B. ‘“‘Dick’’ Wilson, Inc. v. Hargleroad, supra. In 
this case the rights of the trustee were limited to 
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those provided by section 75-322, R. R. S. 1943. 

The mere filing of a petition in bankruptcy does 
not deprive a state court of jurisdiction over a pend- 
ing suit or action against the bankrupt. 1 Collier on 
Bankruptcy (14th Ed., 1968), § 2.61 [2], p. 323, 
2.62 [4], p. 338; Lents, Inc. v. Borstad, 251 Ore. 296, 
445 P. 2d 597; Park v. Stryker, 6 F. 2d 457 (8th Cir., 
1925). 

We cannot decide whether the Commission erred 
in determining that, under its power to revoke, it 
could not consider the interest of a secured creditor. 
That question is not before us for the reason, as 
noted, there is no evidence which raises that issue. 

Before closing the opinion, a few comments should 
be made about the briefs and the findings of the 
Commission in its various orders. Statements of 
counsel are not evidence. Statements of Commis- 
sion members are not evidence. Matters of fact 
known to Commission members are not evidence 
and are not bases for findings of fact. If matters in 
the records of the Commission are to be considered 
by this court on review, they must be included in 
whatever part of the record, either the bill of excep- 
tions or the transcript, is appropriate under the 
proper rules. 

AFFIRMED. 


IN RE VALUATION AND E:QUALIZATION OF REAL AND 
PERSONAL PROPERTY IN THE STATE OF NEBRASKA FOR 
THE TAX YEAR 1978. JOHN W. DeCamp, APPELLANT, 
v. STATE BOARD OF E:QUALIZATION AND ASSESSMENT OF 

THE STATE OF NEBRASKA, APPELLEE. 
278 N. W. 2d 619 
Filed May 8, 1979. No. 42280. 


1. Administrative Law: Taxation: Property. The power to equalize 
property valuations between counties is vested in the State Board 
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of Equalization and Assessment. The sole method of review in this 
court is by appeal. 

2. Administrative Law: Taxation: Statutes. The right of an indi- 
vidual to appeal an order of the State Board of Equalization and 
Assessment is restricted to one who has demonstrated to the State 
Board that he is a ‘‘person affected” by the order. Only a taxpayer 
is a ‘person affected.’’ § 77-510, R. R. S. 1943. 

3. Administrative Law: Taxation: Appeal and Error. Where ap- 
peal is the sole method of review, failure to allege essential ele- 
ments of standing to the State Board of Equalization and Assess- 
ment may not be corrected by affidavit in this court. 

4. Administrative Law: Taxation: Notice: Time. Public hearings, 
and notice thereof, are a prerequisite to an order changing valua- 
tions by the State Board of Equalization and Assessment. While an 
appearance might properly be made in some manner other than 
personal appearance, it must be made within the time limits 
legally set by the State Board. 


Appeal from the State Board of Equalization and 
Assessment. Appeal dismissed. 


John W. DeCamp, pro se. 


Paul L. Douglas, Attorney General, and Patrick T. 
O’Brien, for appellee. 


Heard before Krivosna, C. J., BosLauGH, McCown, 
CLINTON, BRODKEY, WHITE, and HAsTINGs, JJ. 


WHITE, J. 

This is an appeal from a final order of the State 
Board of Equalization and Assessment (hereinafter 
“State Board’’) with regard to the equalization be- 
tween counties of the valuation of real and personal 
property for the year 1978. The State Board issued 
an order on July 26, 1978, for various counties to 
show cause why the valuations of real property, rail- 
road terminal property, and improvements on 
leased land reported on their 1978 abstracts of as- 
sessment should not be increased or decreased by a 
percentage, for purposes of intercounty equaliza- 
tion. Hearings were held after notice by the State 
Board on August 1, 2, and 3, 1978, for the purpose of 
taking evidence in regard to the July 26, 1978, order. 
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On August 7, 1978, the State Board entered an or- 
der raising or lowering the valuations in certain 
counties and leaving the remaining counties un- 
changed. On August 10, 1978, the appellant, pursu- 
ant to section 77-510, R. R. S. 1943, filed notice with 
the State Board of his intention to appeal the order 
of the State Board, and thereafter perfected this ap- 
peal. 

We are faced initially with a determination of 
whether the appellant has standing in this court. 
The State asserts that he does not. Appellant, a 
member of the Nebraska Legislature, did not 
personally appear at the State Board hearings; how- 
ever, he alleges by affidavit in this court that he is 
the owner of taxable real and personal property in 
several Nebraska counties and that he did appear 
before the State Board, ‘‘such appearance being in 
the form of a letter addressed to said State Board 
dated August 4, 1978.’’ 

Section 77-510, R. R. S. 1948, provides in part: 
“From any final decision of the State Board of 
Equalization and Assessment with respect to the 
valuation of any real or personal property, any per- 
son, county or municipality affected thereby may 
prosecute an appeal to the Supreme Court.’’ We 
have held that a taxpayer in a county where prop- 
erty was not valued in accordance with the law was 
a “‘person affected’’ within the meaning of the stat- 
ute. In making that determination, this court held: 
“It was evidently the intention of the Legislature to 
afford relief to any person, county, or municipality 
by a direct appeal from a final order of the Board 
which denied relief to one who had made a showing 
requiring the affirmative action of the Board.” 
(Emphasis supplied.) Laflin v. State Board of 
Equalization and Assessment, 156 Neb. 427, 56 N. W. 
2d 469. 

The State points to the language in Laflin, em- 
phasized above, and the fact that the appellant there 
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appeared personally as a critical difference between 
that case and the present one. Appellant contends 
that his letter of August 4, 1978, was sufficient to 
satisfy any appearance requirement. For whatever 
reason, the letter does not appear in the record of the 
proceedings of the State Board. 

The State refers to the letter ‘‘purportedly sent’’ 
by the appellant and argues in its brief that: ‘‘There 
is no showing the letter was ever received by the 
Board of Equalization of the State of Nebraska nor 
in fact that it was not received after the order was 
entered.’’ However, the State has at no time actual- 
ly denied that it received the letter. Since the fact 
of receipt of the letter is peculiarly within the knowl- 
edge of the State Board, we deem it appropriate to 
construe the failure to deny as an admission of re- 
ceipt. Put quite simply, the contention of the State 
that the appellant’s letter is not in the record is no 
answer to his argument that it should be in the rec- 
ord. 

It is not clear whether the State argues that any 
showing required by the statute and the Laflin case 
could never be made except by personal appearance 
at the hearing. To the extent that argument is 
made, it is rejected, for written statements are 
widely recognized in Nebraska in both judicial and 
legislative hearings as an appropriate substitute, un- 
der certain circumstances, for oral testimony. In- 
deed, the bill of exceptions prepared by the Secre- 
tary of the State Board in this case contains the tele- 
grams sent by two counties unable to attend the 
hearings. 

It is the rule of Laflin that there is a right of 
appeal from such issues as were properly brought 
before the State Board. Granting, for the reasons 
set out above, that the appellant could raise those is- 
sues by letter rather than personal appearance and 
that the letter was in fact received by the Board, we 
are faced with the question of whether that letter did 
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in fact properly raise issues entitling him to relief 
here. For two reasons, we think that it did not. 

First, the letter was dated, and presumably sent, 
August 4, 1978. That is too late. The hearings on 
the proposed order were held on August 1, 2, and 3, 
1978, following full notice to the counties. All testi- 
mony, whether oral or written, should have been 
presented at the time of the hearings. 

Second, the letter of the appellant fell far short of 
a “showing requiring the affirmative action of the 
Board.’’ It referred only to the valuation of person- 
al property and made no mention of the many is- 
sues, now raised in appellant’s brief, relating to 
intercounty equalization of real property. But even 
as to personal property, the letter was not one of a 
‘‘person affected’’ by the State Board’s action. The 
letter did not reveal to the Board, as did the testi- 
mony of the appellant in Laflin, that the appellant 
was the owner of property, either real or personal, 
nor was it written in a tone mandating an inference 
that the appellant desired it to be considered in that 
light. It appeared under the letterhead of the appel- 
lant’s official legislative stationery. It cited case 
law and merely expressed the appellant’s legal 
opinion that: ‘‘A final determination of your tenta- 
tive proposal to equalize property assessment with- 
out further taking into consideration other proper- 
ties of the same class will be considered a failure to 
act upon a clear and specific legal duty.’’ A state- 
ment of legal opinion does not constitute a ‘‘showing 
requiring the affirmative action of the board’’ nor 
does eventual disagreement by the Board with that 
opinion make the appellant a party ‘‘affected’’ by 
the order. It is required that the party seeking 
relief be an aggrieved property owner. Our refusal 
to allow on appeal the addition of these critical mat- 
ters by affidavit is not a mere technicality. 

The power to equalize valuations is vested in the 
State Board. Art. IV, § 28, Constitution of Ne- 
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braska; § 77-501, R. R. S. 1943. Its actions are sub- 
ject to review in this court, but only by appeal. § 
77-510, R. R. S. 1948. Where the interest of the ap- 
pellant was not presented to the State Board, the ac- 
tion in this court is more akin to one for declaratory 
judgment than an appeal. We are without power to 
“review,” in this court, matters relating to equaliza- 
tion which have not already been presented to the 
State Board. Having failed to make a showing be- 
fore the State Board requiring its affirmative action, 
the appellant lacks standing in this court. The ap- 
peal is therefore dismissed. 
APPEAL DISMISSED. 

CLINTON, J., concurring. 

I agree the record in this case fails to establish the 
necessary factual basis to give the plaintiff standing 
to sue, i.e., it does not show he is a person adversely 
affected by the order appealed from, and therefore 
the court cannot reach the merits of the case. None- 
theless, for reasons which will become apparent, I 
think it may be useful for me to express my indi- 
vidual views with reference to the usefulness, or 
lack thereof, of opinions by this court where the is- 
sue relates to statewide equalization of property 
values for ad valorem tax purposes. The point I 
wish to make is that, in the final analysis, the prob- 
lem of equalization of property values can be solved 
only on the political level and, at this point in the 
history of this recurring problem, the repetition by 
this court of oft-repeated principles serves no pur- 
pose for the principles have long been established 
and repeatedly stated. Further, on the purely prag- 
matic level, this court, for reasons which I hereafter 
outline, cannot effectively order the members of the 
State Board of Equalization to do anything. By the 
time any appeal reaches this court, it is too late to 
undo that which has been done or to do that which 
has not been done. If the egg is scrambled on 
August 15, it can’t be unscrambled thereafter. 
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Appellant asks this court to vacate the equaliza- 
tion order entered by the State Board of Equaliza- 
tion establishing values for the year 1978 and to di- 
rect the Board to enter another order establishing 
values in all counties at market value so that taxes 
may be levied uniformly and proportionately upon 
all tangible property as mandated by Article VIII, 
section 1, of the Nebraska Constitution. The Legis- 
lature has from time to time, for the purpose of car- 
rying out the constitutional requirement above men- 
tioned, enacted numerous statutes designed to facili- 
tate and implement the requirements of the Consti- 
tution. Among the methods provided is the require- 
ment of scientific reappraisal of all real property in 
the state. §§ 77-1301.01 to 77-1301.16, R. R. 8S. 1948. 
Reappraisal reports are required to be delivered to 
the State Tax Commissioner on or before February 1 
following the year in which made. § 77-1301.06, R. 
R. S. 1948. 

The basis for the appellant’s complaint lies in the 
following facts which he asserts and which I accept 
as true. Sixty-two of the counties of the state re- 
valued their property as required by law. The re- 
maining counties did not. Thereafter, because some 
counties had not revalued, a substantial number of 
counties that had complied with the reappraisal stat- 
ute rolled back their valuations in order to achieve 
some sort of equalization with those counties that 
had not followed the statutes. The State Board of 
Equalization resolved the matter in the following 
fashion. They decreased the valuation of some of 
the 62 counties and increased the valuation of others 
of the 62 so as to achieve a purported equalization at 
70 percent of value. As to those counties that had 
not revalued, the Board did nothing, believing the 
evidence insufficient to support any change. 

Let me first deal with the pragmatic aspects of 
this case. 

The timetable of assessment date, valuation, es- 
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tablishment of budgets of the various governmental 
subdivisions, levy of tax, lien date, and tax due dates 
are such that it is too late, both as a matter of law 
and as a practical matter, to afford the relief which 
the appellant requests. Assessed value is to be de- 
termined as of January 1. § 77-1301, R. R. S. 1948. 
Assessment rolls, schedules, and returns of the 
county assessor must be filed with the county clerk 
on or before April 1. § 77-1315, R. R. S. 1943. There- 
after, the county boards of equalization must per- 
form their function of equalizing individual proper- 
ties and classes of property within the county. § 
77-1501 et seq., R. R. S. 1943. Abstracts of the as- 
sessment rolls must be forwarded to the State Board 
of Equalization before July 1. § 77-1514, R. R. 8S. 
1943. The State Board of Equalization then per- 
forms its function of equalization between counties. 
§ 77-506 et seq., R. R. S. 1943. The valuation by the 
county boards of equalization as equalized by the 
State Board of Equalization binds the subdivisions of 
government. § 77-1338, R. R. 8S. 1943. The equaliza- 
tion order by the State Board of Equalization must 
be made by August 15, section 77-509, R. R. S. 1943, 
and certified to the county clerks. On or before Sep- 
tember 1, the county board makes the levy of tax for 
the current year. § 77-1601, R. R. S. 1943. Personal 
property taxes become due and payable November 1 
and the first half becomes delinquent on December 
1. Real estate taxes become due and payable De- 
cember 31 and become liens upon the property on 
that date. The dates are somewhat different in 
charter cities but the problem is the same. Of 
course, long before these dates the budgets of gov- 
ernmental subdivisions have been set, their needs 
determined, and the levy made based upon the valu- 
ations determined before September 1. 

When an appeal is made to this court from an or- 
der of the State Board of Equalization, we are re- 
quired to give the case precedence over all civil 
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cases. That precedence, however, depends in a 
large measure upon accelerated action by the par- 
ties to the litigation. This particular case was not at 
issue in this court until January 17, 1979. By that 
time the rights of individual taxpayers were set in 
concrete. 

It is evident from the timetables that if the 
equalization and taxing process is to function equita- 
bly and as it is supposed to, it must meet the time- 
tables established by the statutes of this state. 
There is no way the whole process can be rolled 
back and new tax statements sent unless it occurs 
long before November 1. Additional taxes cannot be 
levied after they have been paid except in the single 
instance of omitted property. As a practical 
matter, there can be no wholesale revaluation or 
levy after September 1, simply because the statutes 
make no provision for it. 

Let us now deal with the theoretical aspects, i.e., 
those of principles. 

No new principles of law are involved in this case. 
We are not asked to interpret any applicable stat- 
ute. The duties and powers of the State Board of 
Equalization are well defined by the Constitution, 
statutes, and prior decisions of this court. Anything 
we might say on the matter is something that has 
previously been said on numerous occasions. 

This court has over the years answered a multi- 
tude of questions on appeals from the State Board of 
Equalization. The more recent cases began with 
Laflin v. State Board of Equalization and Assess- 
ment, 156 Neb. 427, 56 N. W. 2d 469, in the year 1953, 
and continued with great regularity through 1970, 
ending with County of Hooker v. State Board of 
Equalization & Assessment, 185 Neb. 772, 178 N. W. 
2d 785. These two cases and all those in between 
enunciated the applicable principles. There is no 
reason to suppose, however, that these decisions 
ever bore any practical fruit by implementation. 
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The reasons, of course, are those already outlined. 
We have pointed out several times: ‘‘We cannot, on 
an appeal, sit as a super board of equalization and 
assessment. Our function is solely to determine the 
legality of the action of the Board and, after a find- 
ing of illegality, to vacate and set aside the action of 
the Board and leave to it the matter of entering an 
order meeting the requirements of the law.’’ Laflin 
v. State Board of Equalization and Assessment, 
supra; Carpenter v. State Board of Equalization & 
Assessment, 178 Neb. 611, 184 N. W. 2d 272. Prac- 
tically, of course, what this means is that when an 
order is vacated, the decision of this court is imple- 
mented, if at all, only in subsequent years. 


STATE OF NEBRASKA, APPELLEE, V. LEONARD L. 
BELITZ, APPELLANT. 
278 N. W. 2d 769 


Filed May 8, 1979. No. 42366. 


1. Municipal Corporations: Ordinances: Statutes. Under sections 
14-101, 14-102, and 14-102.01, R. R. 8. 1943, the city of Omaha is given 
power by the State of Nebraska to enact ordinances relating to the 
safety and security of its citizens, and to impose fines, forfeitures, 
penalties, and imprisonment for the violation thereof. 

2. Municipal Corporations: Ordinances: Assault and Battery. Sec- 
tion 25.11.010 of the Omaha municipal code, establishing the misde- 
meanor offense of ‘‘Assault; Battery”’ is a proper and valid exer- 
cise of the power granted to the city under its home rule charter to 
establish ordinances for the safety and security of the city and the 
citizens thereof. 

3. Municipal Corporations: Ordinances: Statutes: Sexual Assault. 
Section 25.11.010, of the Omaha municipal code, and sections 28- 
408.01 to 28-408.05, R. R. S. 1943, the sexual assault felony statutes, 
define and constitute separate and distinct offenses under the law, 
nowy Aetancine they may encompass elements in common. 

4. . Section 29-615, R. R. S. 1943, does 
not mandate that a municipal judge, engaged in the trial of an of- 
fense charged under section 25.11.010 of the Omaha municipal code, 
must immediately stop further proceedings and act as an examin- 
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ing magistrate to determine if the defendant must be charged un- 
der the sexual assault statutes of the state. 

5. Criminal Law: Prosecuting Attorneys: Evidence. It is the re- 
sponsibility of the prosecutor to examine the evidence, the statutes, 
and the cases to make a proper determination of what charge to 
file. It is not always desirable that a prosecutor prosecute all 
crimes at the highest degree available; and in exercising his dis- 
cretion in this regard, he does not neglect his public duty nor dis- 
criminate among offenders. 

Appeal from the District Court for Douglas Coun- 
ty: THEODORE L. Ricuuine, Judge. Affirmed. 


Walter J. Matejka, for appellant. 


Herbert M. Fitle, City Attorney, Gary P. Buc- 
chino, City Prosecutor, and Richard M. Jones, for 
appellee. 


Heard before Krivosua, C. J., BosLauGH, McCown, 
CLINTON, BRODKEY, WHITE, and HASTINGS, JJ. 


BRODKEY, J. 

On December 23, 1977, the defendant below, Leon- 
ard L. Belitz, was charged in the municipal court of 
the city of Omaha, under a city complaint, for vio- 
lating section 25.11.010 of the Omaha municipal 
code, of the offense of ‘‘Assault; Battery.’’ Trial 
was had before Walter Cropper, judge of the mu- 
nicipal court of the city of Omaha, on defendant’s 
plea of not guilty. The court found the defendant 
guilty and sentenced him to serve 180 days in the 
county jail. Defendant then appealed to the District 
Court for Douglas County, where, following a hear- 
ing before Judge Theodore Richling, defendant’s 
conviction and sentence were affirmed. Defendant 
has now appealed to this court. We affirm. 

Section 25.11.010 of the Omaha municipal code, un- 
der which defendant was charged and convicted, 
was enacted on July 18, 1967, and reads as follows: 
‘(25.11.010 Assault; Battery. It shall be unlawful for 
any person purposely or knowingly to: (a) strike or 
attempt to strike another person with the intent to 
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cause bodily injury; or (b) cause or attempt to 
cause bodily injury to another person; or (c) place 
another person in fear of imminent bodily harm; or 
(d) touch the sexual or other intimate parts of the 
body of another person without his consent for the 
purpose of arousing or gratifying the sexual desire 
of either party.’’ 

The foregoing ordinance was enacted by the city 
of Omaha pursuant to authority granted to it as a 
home rule city under the Nebraska statutes. See § 
14-101 and 14-102, R. R. 8. 1943. Section 14-102, R. R. 
S. 1948, provides in part: ‘In addition to the powers 
granted in section 14-101, metropolitan cities, as 
therein defined, shall have power by ordinance; * * * 
Police regulation in general. (25) To make and en- 
force all police regulations for the good government, 
general welfare, health, safety and security of the 
city and the citizens thereof, in addition to the police 
powers expressly granted herein; and in the exer- 
cise of the police power, they may pass all needful 
and proper ordinances, and shall have power to im- 
pose fines, forfeitures, penalties, and imprisonment 
at hard labor for the violation of any ordinance, and 
to provide for the recovery, collection and enforce- 
ment thereof; and in default of payment to provide 
for confinement in the city or county prison, work- 
house or other place of confinement with or without 
hard labor as may be provided by ordinance; * * *.’’ 
In addition subparagraph (22) of section 14-102, R. 
R. 8. 1943, further provides: ‘‘Disorderly conduct. 
Rule (22) To provide for the punishment of persons 
disturbing the peace and good order of the city by 
clamor and noise; by intoxication, drunkness, fight- 
ing or using obscene or profane language in the 
streets or other public places, or otherwise violating 
the public peace by indecent or disorderly conduct, 
or by lewd and lascivious behavior; * * *.’’ There 
can be little question that the city of Omaha had au- 
thority to enact the above-quoted ordinance under 
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which the defendant was convicted. The penalty 
provided for violation of the foregoing ordinance is 
set out in section 25.03.010 of the Omaha municipal 
code which provides as follows: ‘‘General Penalty. 
A person convicted of an offense under this title may 
be sentenced to pay a fine not to exceed $500 or to be 
imprisoned for a term not to exceed 6 months, or 
both, in the discretion of the court. * * *.’’ Since the 
possible penalty includes imprisonment, it is clear 
that the offense involves a criminal prosecution both 
in form and substance. See State v. Kolosseus, 198 
Neb. 404, 253 N. W. 2d 157 (1977). It is likewise clear 
that the offense with which the defendant was 
charged was a misdemeanor. Section 29-102, R. R. 
S. 1948 (Reissue 1975), in effect at the time of the 
commission of the offense involved in this case, pro- 
vided as follows: ‘‘The term felony signifies such 
an offense as may be punished with death or im- 
prisonment in the Nebraska Penal and Correctional 
Complex. Any other offense is denominated a mis- 
demeanor.”’ 

It is clear from an examination of section 25.11.010 
of the Omaha municipal code that it is primarily an 
assault and battery ordinance, though specifying 
four different ways in which the assault or battery 
may be consummated. Only the last of the four 
items specified is sexually related. Under the com- 
plaint against the defendant filed on December 23, 
1977, by the city prosecutor, all four of the elements 
of the offense are alleged against the defendant. It 
is clear from a review of the evidence in the record 
that although most of the emphasis of the testimony 
was with reference to the defendant touching the 
sexual or other intimate parts of the victim, yet 
there was also evidence, sufficient to sustain the 
charge against the defendant under the ordinance, 
that he placed the victim in fear of imminent bodily 
harm, and also caused or attempted to cause bodily 
injury to her, as will be hereinafter discussed. 
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The record reveals that the defendant, who was a 
former friend and acquaintance of the victim and 
her husband, came to their home in Omaha on De- 
cember 8, 1977, the victim’s husband being absent at 
the time; and after a conversation with the victim, 
according to her testimony, asked her if she would 
make love to him which she refused to do. He per- 
sisted in his amorous advances over her protests 
and requests that he stop and leave her alone. He 
then picked her up and started to carry her toward 
the bedroom. She struggled and tried to get away 
from him. He subsequently succeeded in having 
sexual relations with her, although this is denied by 
the defendant. The victim testified as follows: ‘‘Q. 
What were you doing, resisting? A. I was kicking 
and pushing. Q. Were you saying anything to him? 
A. I was telling him to leave me alone. Q. Okay, 
and then what happened? A. He continued to try to 
get my clothes off me, he was starting to really hurt 
me. Q. Were you afraid at this time? A. Yes, I 
was very much afraid. * * * Q. What happened 
then? A. By then I was very frightened that he 
was going to hurt me physically, very badly, so I 
stopped resisting, so as not to be hurt.’’ (Emphasis 
supplied.) It seems clear the foregoing testimony of 
the prosecuting witness, if believed, would alone be 
sufficient to sustain a conviction of the defendant un- 
der the foregoing ordinance on the basis that he 
placed the victim ‘in fear of imminent bodily 
harm,’’ and also ‘‘that he caused or attempted to 
cause bodily injury’’ to the victim. 

Counsel for defendant has argued in his brief and 
also in his oral argument that prior to the filing of 
the assault and battery charge in the municipal 
court the matter had been reviewed by the county 
attorney’s office in Douglas County, but that office 
had declined to file a rape or sexual assault charge, 
being a felony, against the defendant. This may 
have in fact been the case; however, we point out 
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that there is no evidence of this fact in the record, 
except the argument of defendant’s counsel to the 
court at the conclusion of the trial in municipal 
court. 

Defendant’s principal assignment of error in this 
case is that under section 29-615, R. R. S. 1943, the 
court should have stopped the proceedings and sat 
as an examining magistrate to determine whether 
the defendant should have been bound over to Dis- 
trict Court under the sexual assault statutes, sec- 
tions 28-408.01 to 28-408.05 inclusive, R. R. S. 1943, his 
theory being that the offense for which the defendant 
was tried and convicted was in fact a felony under 
the sexual assault statutes, and hence not cognizable 
by the municipal court. 

Section 29-615, R. R. 8. 1943, relied upon by the de- 
fendant, provides as follows: ‘If, in the progress of 
any trial before a county or municipal court it shall 
appear that the defendant ought to be put upon his 
trial for an offense not cognizable before such court, 
the court shall immediately stop all further proceed- 
ings before him and proceed as in other criminal 
cases exclusively cognizable before the district 
court.’’ (Emphasis supplied.) Several things may 
be said with regard to defendant’s contention. In 
the first case, defendant states in his brief that he 
‘‘reminded”’ the court that it had the power to bind 
the defendant over to the District Court for trial if it 
found that a rape had occurred. The record does 
not reveal, however, that he ever moved or re- 
quested that the court do so. The record reveals 
that during the trial the court sustained an objection 
made by opposing counsel to a question put to a wit- 
ness by counsel for the defendant. Counsel for de- 
fendant then stated: ‘‘Well, I think it’s material for 
this reason, Your Honor, this Court, on a charge like 
this, is not only sitting as a hearer of the facts for 
this particular charge, but as the Court’s well 
aware, if they find from the evidence that a rape has 
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occurred, they can bind this Defendant to stand trial 
in the District Court. The Court has that type of ju- 
risdiction.’’ (Emphasis supplied.) The foregoing 
constitutes the only reference in the record to the is- 
sue raised by the defendant, and it is obvious that it 
falls far short of a request that the court stop the 
trial and proceed as an examining magistrate. How- 
ever, it is apparently the contention of the defendant 
that under the foregoing statute, it was mandatory 
for the court to do so, whether requested or not. We 
do not agree. In the first place, we are of the opin- 
ion that the two offenses were separate and distinct 
offenses, notwithstanding there may have been 
sexual aspects contained in both offenses. We do 
not believe the foregoing statute necessarily re- 
quires that a defendant be charged with the more 
serious offense, even though the court has the dis- 
cretion to do so. Although the use of the word ‘‘shall”’ 
in the foregoing statute might indicate that it was 
mandatory for the court to stop proceedings, yet we 
note the statute also contains a prior condition that if 
‘it shall appear that the defendant ought to be put 
upon his trial for an offense not cognizable before 
such court * * *.’’ (Emphasis supplied.) Black’s 
Law Dictionary (4th Ed.), defines the term ‘‘ought”’ 
as follows: ‘‘This word, though generally directory 
only, will be taken as mandatory if the context re- 
quires it.”’ We do not believe the context requires 
the word be interpreted in a mandatory sense as 
used in the statute under consideration, but only in a 
permissive sense allowing discretion to the trial 
judge. Larson v. State, 98 Neb. 242, 140 N. W. 176 
(1913), relied upon by the defendant, is distinguish- 
able because of the fact that in that case the county 
attorney had moved the court to stop all further pro- 
ceedings and conduct a hearing for the defendant on 
an offense not cognizable before a magistrate; and 
the court acceded to the request. As previously 
stated this was not done in the instant case. There 
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are many offenses which contain elements, common 
to both misdemeanors and felonies, and which might 
legitimately be filed either as a misdemeanor or a 
felony. It is necessary then that some discretion lie 
with the prosecutor and the court. In State v. Wil- 
liams, 188 Neb. 565, 198 N. W. 2d 187 (1972), we 
stated: ‘‘It is the clear responsibility of prosecutors 
to examine the evidence, the statutes, and the cases 
to make a proper determination of the charge which 
the evidence will support.’’ In section 3.9(b) of the 
American Bar Association Standards Relating To 
The Prosecution Function it is stated: ‘The prose- 
cutor is not obliged to present all charges which the 
evidence might support. The prosecutor may in 
some circumstances and for good cause consistent 
with the public interest decline to prosecute, not- 
withstanding that evidence exists which would sup- 
port a conviction. * * *.”’ In the commentary to that 
section it is stated: ‘‘Nor is it desirable that he 
prosecute all crimes at the highest degree available. 
Necessarily crimes are defined in broad terms that 
encompass situations of greatly differing gravity. 
Differences in the circumstances under which the 
crime took place, the motives or pressures acti- 
vating the offender, mitigating factors of the situa- 
tion or the offender’s age, prior record, general 
background, his role in the offense, and a host of 
other particular factors require that the prosecutor 
view the whole range of possible charges as a set of 
tools from which he must carefully select the proper 
instrument to bring the charges warranted by the 
evidence. In exercising discretion in this way, the 
prosecutor is not neglecting his public duty or dis- 
criminating among offenders. The public interest is 
best served and even-handed justice best dispensed 
not by a mechanical application of the ‘letter of the 
law’ but by a flexible and individualized application 
of its norms through the exercise of the trained dis- 
cretion of the prosecutor as an administrator of jus- 


VoL. 203] JANUARY TERM, 1979 383 


State v. Belitz 


tice.’’ We conclude that in this case the city prose- 
cutor did not abuse his discretion in filing the charge 
against the defendant as a misdemeanor under the 
city ordinance, rather than a felony under the sexual 
assault statutes, as defendant’s counsel contends 
should have been done. 

Defendant also argues that the State of Nebraska 
has preempted the field of regulating conduct char- 
acterized as sexual assault, and therefore no as- 
saults established by city ordinance and relating to 
or encompassing sexual acts are cognizable in mu- 
nicipal court. In support of this proposition he relies 
principally upon the case of Midtown Palace, Inc. v. 
City of Omaha, 193 Neb. 785, 229 N. W. 2d 56 (1975). 
That case is clearly distinguishable from the instant 
case as the applicable statute there, being 28-926.33, 
R. R. S. 1948, specifically provided that ‘‘* * * no 
municipality, county, or other governmental unit 
within this state shall make any law, ordinance or 
regulation relating to obscenity, or licenses or taxes 
respecting the obscene work, material, conduct or 
like performance as regulated by the state under 
sections 28-926.11 to 28-926.33. * * *.’’ Here, the 
State of Nebraska specifically delegated to the city 
of Omaha the power to enact the ordinance in ques- 
tion. 

In addition to the powers given to the city of 
Omaha under its charter previously cited, section 
14-102.01, R. R. S. 1943, provides: ‘‘A city of the 
metropolitan class may make all such ordinances, 
by-laws, rules, regulations, and resolutions not in- 
consistent with the general laws of the state, as may 
be necessary or expedient, in addition to the special 
powers otherwise granted by law, for maintaining 
the peace, good government, and welfare of the city 
and for preserving order, securing persons or prop- 
erty from violence, danger, and destruction, for pro- 
tecting public and private property, for promoting 
the public health, safety, convenience, comfort, 
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morals, and general interests, and welfare of the in- 
habitants of the city.’’ We believe the ordinance un- 
der which the defendant was charged and convicted 
falls within the purview of the language of the above 
section and that the city’s assault and battery ordi- 
nance is not inconsistent with, nor repugnant to, the 
general laws of the state; and that it is necessary for 
the maintenance of peace, good government and 
welfare of the city, and for preserving order. The 
defendant was convicted under that ordinance by a 
preponderance of the evidence, after a trial to the 
court. Finding no error, the judgment and sentence 
must be affirmed. 
AFFIRMED. 


Mary ALICE ABRAHAM, APPELLEE, V. SIDNEY DALE 
ABRAHAM AND BESS ABRAHAM, APPELLANTS. 
279 N. W. 2d 85 
Filed May 15, 1979. No. 41992. 


Assignments. An assignment is not binding if obtained by misrepre- 
sentation, or if not supported by consideration. 
Appeal from the District Court for Douglas Coun- 
ty: James A. BUCKLEY, Judge. Affirmed. 


Edward D. Hotz of Hotz, Kluver & Kizer, for ap- 
pellants. 


S. J. Albracht of Lathrop, Albracht & Swenson, for 
appellee. 


Heard before BosLauGcuH, CLINTON, and WHITE, JJ., 
and Rist and WinpDRvuM, District Judges. 


WINDRuM, District Judge. 

Mary Alice Abraham, appellee, was the petitioner 
in the action originally filed. Sidney Dale Abraham 
was the respondent. 
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On October 8, 1976, petitioner filed her petition in 
the District Court for Cherry County, Nebraska, 
against respondent, Sidney Abraham, for a dissolu- 
tion of marriage. In the answer, the respondent, 
Sidney Abraham, alleged among other things, that 
all of the personal property and effects of the parties 
had been evenly divided, but that there remained for 
distribution the unpaid balance of a certain contract 
for the sale of real estate and personal property to a 
Mr. and Mrs. Francke, on which there then re- 
mained a balance due of $39,000. The respondent 
further answered that he was indebted to Bess Abra- 
ham, his mother, in the sum of $25,000 for money ad- 
vanced to the parties during the marriage, and that 
said indebtedness was due and should be considered 
by the court in making an equitable division of the 
contract of sale. . 

Thereafter, on June 30, 1977, the petitioner filed an 
application for permission to join a third party re- 
spondent, Bess Abraham, alleging that Bess Abra- 
ham claimed to have an interest in proceeds from 
the sale of property which the petitioner claimed as 
a marital asset. Permission to join Bess Abraham 
as a party was granted and an amended petition was 
filed by the petitioner on June 30, 1977. Petitioner 
alleged as follows: ‘‘Petitioner fears that unless re- 
strained and enjoined, the respondent, Bess Abra- 
ham, will obtain possession of certain proceeds due 
and owing pursuant to the aforementioned land sale 
contract and appropriate funds to her personal use 
to the detriment of the petitioner herein.”’ On July 
13, 1977, petitioner filed an affidavit in which she 
stated that after the filing of her original petition, 
she learned there was in existence a purported as- 
signment, of the proceeds due under the land con- 
tract above mentioned, to Bess Abraham, and that 
she, the petitioner, emphatically stated that any sig- 
nature of hers on such an assignment was a forgery 
and not her true signature. 
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Bess Abraham answered the petitioner’s amended 
petition and alleged that on or about December 2, 
1971, petitioner and the respondent, Sidney Abra- 
ham, unconditionally assigned and transferred their 
rights to the proceeds of the land contract to Bess 
Abraham and alleged that the land contract was not 
a marital asset subject to distribution. The respond- 
ent, Sidney Abraham, likewise filed an amended an- 
swer to petitioner’s petition and substantially agreed 
with his mother. After appropriate proceedings, the 
matter was transferred to the District Court for 
Douglas County, Nebraska, where a hearing was 
held, commencing on November 2, 1977. The court 
found that the marriage was irretrievably broken, 
and was, therefore, dissolved. The court awarded to 
each party the personal property then in his or her 
respective possession, free and clear of any claim on 
the part of the other, and ordered the assignment of 
the land contract by the respondent, Sidney Abra- 
ham, to the defendant, Bess Abraham, as being 
valid, but the assignment by the petitioner to Bess 
Abraham was invalid and of no force and effect for 
the reasons that: (a) Petitioner’s assignment of 
the proceeds of the land sale contract was without 
adequate consideration, and (b) petitioner’s assign- 
ment was procured by the misrepresentation that 
the purpose of the assignment was to place the pro- 
ceeds of the land sale contract beyond the reach of 
Sidney’s creditors. 

After the overruling of a motion for new trial, both 
the respondents appealed. 

Sidney and Mary Abraham were married in Oma- 
ha, Nebraska, on August 7, 1948. Between that date 
and 1967 they lived and worked in various places, a 
good part of their employment being in gambling 
casinos in Nevada. From October 1965 to June 1967 
they lived mostly in Omaha, and their only employ- 
ment during that period was an unsuccessful 3 
months in a Sioux City, Iowa, restaurant venture. 
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In June of 1967, Mary and Sidney Abraham pur- 
chased a drive-in restaurant in Valentine, Nebraska. 
They were required to pay a $5,000 downpayment. 
There is a disagreement as to whether or not the 
mother, Bess, loaned them the downpayment. The 
husband and wife successfully operated the restau- 
rant. 

During the marriage of the parties, respondent 
Bess allowed her son, Sidney, to write checks upon 
her account. There is various testimony by the re- 
spondents and agreement between the two respond- 
ents that respondent Bess advanced several sums of 
money to respondent Sidney, and that on July 24, 
1968, she assumed a $20,250 obligation of Sidney’s at 
the First National Bank of Valentine. Bess testified 
she paid a substantial amount directly to the broker- 
age firms of Merrill, Lynch, Pierce, Fenner & 
Smith, Inc. and Lamson Brothers on behalf of Sid- 
ney and Mary. She did not take notes from her son 
and daughter-in-law because they were family. Pe- 
titioner testified that she knew very little, if any- 
thing, about the loans and nothing of the stock pur- 
chases. At the trial, Sidney estimated the indebted- 
ness to his mother at $50,000. 

In October of 1971, respondent Sidney Abraham 
was convicted of purchasing stolen meat, a felony. 
On October 21, 1971, Sidney executed a mortgage 
conveying the real estate upon which the restaurant 
was located to his mother, as mortgagee, in the sum 
of $65,000. This mortgage was not signed by peti- 
tioner. On December 2, 1971, the petitioner and re- 
spondent Sidney entered into a contract selling the 
restaurant, including the real and personal property, 
for the sum of $65,000, plus inventory, payable $1,000 
as downpayment, $15,240 to be paid on or before 
February 1, 1972, and the balance to be paid in in- 
stallments. The contract provided that at the time 
the $15,240 payment was made by the buyers, the 
sellers would secure discharges from amounts owed 
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on a contract of sale due to Eve Eads, from whom 
they had originally purchased the property; a mort- 
gage to the Small Business Administration; the 
mortgage due Bess Abraham; and an amount for in- 
ventory due Eve Eads. Shortly thereafter, peti- 
tioner and Sidney Abraham each assigned to Bess 
Abraham his or her respective interest in the con- 
tract of sale. In consideration of such assignment, 
Bess Abraham agreed to pay the indebtedness due 
Eve Eads under a contract of sale of real estate; to 
pay the indebtedness due the Small Business Admin- 
istration secured by a mortgage on the real estate 
covered by the contract of sale; and to discharge of 
record her own mortgage dated October 21, 1971. 
While originally petitioner denied signing said as- 
signment, it is quite evident that she did so. An es- 
crow agreement was entered into providing that all 
the payments due under the contract of sale were to 
be paid into the escrow account. The $15,240 pay- 
ment was made by the sellers into the escrow ac- 
count on December 2, 1971. On December 8, 1971, 
payment to the Small Business Administration was 
made. Conversation was had with the attorney who 
handled the sale of the property on December 2, 
1971, concerning the preparation of an assignment. 
There is a dispute as to whether or not petitioner 
was present or discussed the matter. There is like- 
wise a dispute as to whether or not there was con- 
versation concerning the purpose of the assignment, 
that is, that it would protect the petitioner and the 
respondent, Sidney Abraham, from losing the pro- 
ceeds on the contract if a civil suit were brought for 
stolen meat that was purchased by respondent, Sid- 
ney Abraham, for which he was convicted and later 
incarcerated. Be that as it may, the attorney pre- 
pared the assignment and, by letter dated December 
15, 1971, conveyed the assignment to the petitioner at 
her address in Omaha. Petitioner called her hus- 
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band concerning the assignment and obeyed his or- 
ders to sign it. 

On August 1, 1972, a special account entitled ‘‘Bess 
Abraham Special’’ was opened in the First National 
Bank of Valentine, and the $4,000 payment received 
' from the purchasers of the contract of sale was 
therein deposited. The name of the account was 
later changed to that of the respondent, Sidney 
Abraham, but all three parties to this action were 
authorized to write checks thereon. The special ac- 
count continued until October 29, 1975, at which time 
Bess Abraham terminated it. An examination of 
this special account reveals that both respondents 
wrote checks upon it repeatedly after the initial 
opening thereof and, at a later date, petitioner wrote 
checks on the account. Respondent, Sidney Abra- 
ham, issued checks totaling $21,337; respondent, 
Bess Abraham, issued checks totaling $20,238; and 
petitioner issued checks totaling $3,677 from the 
time the special account was opened until the action 
was brought for dissolution of marriage. Petitioner 
wrote checks for $2,500 for a new automobile (after 
getting permission to do so from respondent, Sidney 
Abraham), for power company bills, telephone bills, 
etc., and for $1,000 when she filed for divorce. A 
similar examination of the account shows there 
were many deposits of currency and various de- 
posits of salary checks by the respondent, Sidney 
Abraham. 

Further, cancelled checks appearing in the ac- 
count indicate the payment of at least two substan- 
tial debts due from respondent Sidney to third per- 
sons. Respondent Sidney testified that one of the 
debts was paid by his mother, so, in effect, he was 
attempting to count the indebtedness twice. He fur- 
ther testified concerning another substantial debt, 
alleging it was he who paid it. All of this, even 
though both of the checks were written from the 
special account. 
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An examination of the tax return of petitioner and 
respondent Sidney indicates the interest due on the 
contract of sale was reported by them as income. 
No later tax returns were presented. 

In addition to all the above outlined facts, the re- 
spondent Sidney admitted that at the time he exe- 
cuted a mortgage to his mother in the amount of 
$65,000, the amount thereof was arrived at, not by 
estimation of how much he owed his mother, but 
rather, what he felt the security was worth. This 
near a time when he alleged his total indebtedness to 
his mother was $25,000. 

Petitioner maintains, in her brief, that to be valid 
and binding, an assignment must be: (1) Sup- 
ported by consideration and (2) free from the ele- 
ments of fraud, duress, or coercion. 

There is sufficient evidence in the record that 
there was indebtedness due from respondent, Sidney 
Abraham, to respondent, Bess Abraham, which 
would constitute consideration. However, the Small 
Business Administration loan was paid before the 
assignment was executed. Presumably the amount 
due on the contract of sale due Eve Eads was like- 
wise paid before the assignment, as it was to be paid 
out of the downpayment. Petitioner was in no way 
indebted to respondent Bess. In that event, unless 
petitioner intended that the assignment was to con- 
stitute payment of her husband’s debts to his 
mother, which, of course, would constitute consid- 
eration, there was no consideration for her assign- 
ment. 

Consideration for an agreement or a promise is 
sufficient if there is any benefit to the promisor or 
any detriment to the promisee. There must be an 
assumption of a duty or obligation by the assignee, 
and a benefit conferred upon the assignor. Dorland 
v. Dorland, 175 Neb. 233, 121 N. W. 2d 28; Pike v. 
Triska, 165 Neb. 104, 84 N. W. 2d 311. 

The court’s determination that there was no con- 
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sideration for the assignment by petitioner is sup- 
ported by the evidence. The court could, in arriving 
at such a determination, determine from the evi- 
dence that not only was there not to be any benefit 
flowing to petitioner, but that there was no assump- 
tion of a duty or obligation by the assignee, because 
none of the parties ever intended that the assign- 
ment be enforceable. 

‘‘Assignments may be void or voidable at the op- 
tion of the injured party if procured by fraud, 
duress, coercion, or undue influence. In deter- 
mining whether fraud, duress, or undue influence 
was brought to bear upon the assignor, resort must 
be had to the rules governing contracts generally. 
Thus, in determining whether fraud or undue influ- 
ence exists, with respect to assignments, the court 
must of necessity look to the surrounding circum- 
stances such as the situation of the parties that con- 
trol their actions, but a mere suspicion of fraud or 
undue influence is insufficient to vitiate the assign- 
ment.” 6AC. J. 8., Assignments, § 58, p. 684. 

In cases of fraud, as between assignor and as- 
signee, the payment of an adequate or inadequate 
consideration for the assignment is an important cir- 
cumstance as bearing upon the fairness of the entire 
transaction. 6A C. J. S8., Assignments, § 60, p. 687. 

Where consideration is grossly and shockingly in- 
adequate, inadequacy is generally regarded as 
fraud. 6A C. J.S., Assignments, § 61, p. 690. In this 
case there could be found no consideration at all, but 
if so, it was grossly inadequate when compared to 
the value of the interest of petitioner’s one-half of 
the contract of sale. 

From the recitation of all the above-described 
facts, and considering the fact that respondents’ 
documentation of the various alleged loans from 
mother to son was lacking in many respects, we can- 
not say that the trial court was wrong in deter- 
mining that the assignment by the petitioner of her 
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one-half interest in the contract of sale of the restau- 
rant, including the land upon which it sat, was ob- 
tained by a misrepresentation of a material fact 
upon which petitioner relied and acted. 

Petitioner is awarded $750 in this court for attor- 
ney’s fees to be paid by the respondent, Sidney Dale 
Abraham. 

AFFIRMED. 


IN RE ESTATE OF FLORENCE MILLER CORBETT. 
WILLIAM DEVRIES, APPELLANT, V. ELMER RIX ET AL., 
APPELLEES, LEE GRIMES ET AL., INTERVENORS- 
APPELLANTS. 

279 N. W. 2d 89 


Filed May 15, 1979. No. 42015. 


1. Courts: Judgments: New Trial. A trial court has always had in- 
herent power over its judgments to correct errors and mistakes 
therein, even to the extent of granting a new trial whether re- 
quested or not, as long as such action is taken within the same term 
of court at which the judgment was entered. 

2. Courts: Public Policy. It is the policy of the law to give a litigant 
full opportunity to present his contention in court and for this pur- 
pose to give full relief against slight and technical omissions. On 
the other hand, it is the duty of the courts to prevent an abuse of 
process, unnecessary delays, and dilatory and frivolous proceed- 
ings in the administration of justice. 

3. Probate and Administration: Property: Intent. The Nebraska 
Probate Code should be liberally construed to discover and make 
effective the intent of a decedent in distribution of his property. 

4. Statutes: Words and Phrases. ‘‘Good cause shown” as used in 
section 30-2437, R. R. S. 1943, means to demonstrate a logical rea- 
son or legal ground, based on fact or law, why an otherwise final 
order of the county court should be vacated or modified. 

5. Statutes: Motions, Rules, and Orders: Appeal and Error: Time. 
A motion to vacate or modify which is filed within the time limita- 
tion contemplated by section 30-2437, R. R. S. 1943, is similar in na- 
ture to a motion for a new trial in District Court, and the overruling 
of such motion is a final order itself which extends the 30-day 
appeal time from the entry of the original order complained of to 
the date upon which the motion to vacate or modify is overruled. 
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Appeal from the District Court for Dodge County: 
Mark J. FUHRMAN, Judge. Reversed and remanded. 


Ginsburg, Rosenberg, Ginsburg & Krivosha, for ap- 
pellant and intervenors-appellants. 


Brian Schmid of Schmid, Ford, Mooney, Frederick 
& Caporale, for appellee Rix. 


Ray C. Simmons, for appellees Hammang and 
Belanos. 


Heard before BosLtaucH, McCown, CLINTON, 
BRODKEY, WHITE, and Hastinas, JJ., and Kuns, Re- 
tired District Judge. 


HASTINGS, J. 

This is an appeal from the order of the District 
Court sustaining a demurrer to the petition on ap- 
peal and dismissing contestant’s appeal from the or- 
der of the county court of Dodge County which over- 
ruled contestant’s motion filed under the provisions 
of section 30-2437, R. R. S. 1943. 

The decedent, Florence Miller Corbett, an elderly 
widow and a resident of Dodge County, Nebraska, 
died on July 21, 1977, leaving as her only next of kin 
two sisters, five nephews, and one grand-nephew. 
Pursuant to the Nebraska Probate Code, a petition 
for the formal probate of a purported last will and 
testament dated March 31, 1975, and a purported 
codicil dated December 22, 1976, was filed in Dodge 
County court on July 26, 1977, by Alice Devries, the 
executrix and now denominated personal represent- 
ative named in said instruments, and a sister of the 
decedent. The testamentary instruments left small 
amounts to the various next of kin but the bulk of the 
estate was left to a tenant farmer by the name of 
Elmer Rix and a housekeeper and companion of the 
decedent, Rita Belanos Canino, and to the house- 
keeper’s sister, Maria Teresa Hammang. 

On the same day the petition for probate was filed, 
an order was entered by the county judge directing 
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that a hearing be held on the petition on August 22, 
1977, at 10 o’clock a.m., and, that notice be given to 
all interested persons. Accordingly, such a notice 
was published as required by law stating that ‘‘a pe- 
tition for formal probate of will of said deceased, de- 
termination of heirs, and appointment of Alice M. 
Devries as personal representative has been filed 
and is set for hearing in the Dodge County Court on 
August 22, 1977 at 10:00 o’clock a.m. * * *.’” Accord- 
ing to an ‘‘Affidavit of Mailing Notice’’ filed by the 
attorney for the executrix, a copy of said notice was 
mailed to, among others, William Devries, con- 
testant-appellant here, who is a nephew of the dece- 
dent and a son of the executrix. No objections to the 
probate as provided for by section 30-2428, R. R. 8. 
1943, were filed by anyone, including the contestant. 
On August 22, 1977, upon consideration of the petition 
for formal probate and without any evidence being 
offered as to the due execution of the will, the same 
was admitted to probate by order of the county court 
of Dodge County. The determination of the validity 
of the codicil was continued. On the same date the 
executrix filed her acceptance of appointment and 
bond in the amount of ‘‘0’”’ dollars, and letters of per- 
sonal representative were issued by the court. No- 
tice of the foregoing was mailed to all interested 
parties, including the contestant, by U. S. mail on 
August 25, 1977. On September 20, 1977, a ‘‘Demand 
for Notice’ of inventory, all filing of petitions, mo- 
tions, and deeds of distribution was filed by the con- 
testant, and on the same date, some 28 days follow- 
ing the order admitting the will to probate, con- 
testant filed a ‘‘Motion to Vacate Order Admitting 
Will to Probate.’’ The motion alleged, among other 
things, the foregoing facts and that contestant knew 
he was a devisee under a will of the decedent dated 
September 9, 1968; that after the order of August 22, 
1977, admitting the 1975 will to probate, he learned 
for the first time that he had been disinherited; that 
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decedent lacked testamentary capacity when she 
executed the 1975 will; and that the same was the re- 
sult of undue influence exercised upon her by Rita 
Belanos Canino and Maria Teresa Hammang. On 
the same date, an application for admission of the 
codicil to probate was filed by the executrix and, by 
order of the county court of September 22, 1977, was 
so admitted. 

Contestant’s motion to vacate the order admitting 
the will to probate was heard on October 20, 1977. In 
addition to the foregoing information, that hearing 
brought out the facts that the attorney for the estate 
read the will to several members of the family a day 
or two after the funeral; that contestant was not 
present at that reading, and that he first learned the 
will had been changed so that he no longer was a 
principal heir during the course of a long-distance 
telephone conversation with his mother, the execu- 
trix, a day or so after ‘‘the reading of the will;’’ that 
contestant first received a copy of the will in mid to 
late August or early September, he wasn’t certain; 
that contestant heard sometime in mid-August that 
some of the other disinherited next of kin contem- 
plated some action opposing probate of the will; that 
he was on the road through most of August; that the 
first opportunity he had to consult legal counsel was 
in September when he returned to his home in Wash- 
ington, D. C., and the attorney advised him to talk to 
the attorney for the estate which he did. He then 
learned the will had already been admitted to pro- 
bate. Contestant admitted he received a copy of the 
notice mailed to him as to the August 22 hearing to 
propose the will for probate. 

The county court then denied the contestant the 
right to introduce evidence as to want of capacity or 
undue influence, refused an offer of proof in this re- 
gard, and found that proper notice of the initial hear- 
ing for probate of the will had been given, that the 
proceeding had been unopposed, and that the will 
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and later the codicil were duly admitted to probate 
upon the strength of the pleadings as provided for by 
section 30-2429, R. R. S. 1943. Finally, the court 
found that contestant ‘‘failed to proceed with due 
diligence and timeliness to raise objection to will and 
codicil prior to admission.”’ (Emphasis supplied.) 

A notice of appeal from the order denying the mo- 
tion to vacate the order of August 22, 1977, admitting 
the will and the order of September 22, 1977, ad- 
mitting the codicil, was filed in county court on Oc- 
tober 28, 1977, and an appeal bond was filed on No- 
vember 4, 1977. A petition on appeal was filed in 
District Court on November 14, 1977, repeating the 
allegations of the motion to vacate, but instead of 
mentioning a will of September 9, 1968, he asked that 
a will of October 17, 1969, together with a codicil of 
May 1, 1974, be admitted to probate. Lee Grimes 
and others, being nephews and a grandnephew of de- 
cedent, filed a petition to intervene, adopting the al- 
legations of contestant’s petition on appeal. FPro- 
ponents Rix, Canino, and Hammang, appellees here, 
filed motions to strike, to dismiss the petition in in- 
tervention, and a demurrer to contestant’s petition, 
all of which were sustained. Contestant elected to 
stand on his petition and the same was dismissed. 
Contestant and intervenors appeal. 

The critical question in this case is the meaning of 
section 30-2437, R. R. S. 1943: ‘‘Formal testacy pro- 
ceedings; vacation of order for other cause. For 
good cause shown, an order in a formal testacy pro- 
ceeding may be modified or vacated within the time 
allowed for appeal.’’ The proponents contend that 
‘‘goo0d cause’’ means the same thing that it did in the 
statute of nonclaim, formerly section 30-605, R. R. 8. 
1943, and still does in the modern version, section 
30-2485, R. R. 8. 1943, which states that a ‘‘creditor 
may apply to the court within sixty days after the 
expiration date provided in this subdivision for ad- 
ditional time and the court, upon good cause shown, 
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may allow further time not to exceed thirty days; 
* * *,’ (Emphasis supplied.) This court in apply- 
ing the original section seemed to consistently re- 
quire a showing of ‘‘diligence and of unavoidable 
mistake or accident, or of fraud * * *.’’ Nebraska 
Wesleyan University v. Bowen, 73 Neb. 598, 103 N. 
W. 275 (1905). Thus the proponents urge the rule 
adopted by the lower courts that ‘‘good cause’’ re- 
quires one to show that although he acted with due 
diligence, through no fault of his own he was pre- 
vented from acting within time. Contestant, on the 
other hand, although stating in his brief that ‘‘good 
cause’’. simply requires him to show a substantial 
reason for not appearing at the original hearing, 
which the proponents are quick to point out was not 
even done, his assignment of error makes it obvious 
he is arguing that ‘‘good cause’”’ goes to the merits of 
the case, i.e., that showing a sufficiently legal 
ground or reason for vacation of the order — lack of 
capacity and undue influence — is good cause if 
brought to the attention of the court within the time 
limit contemplated by section 30-2437, R. R. 8. 1943. 

Proponents cite a line of cases in which the court 
refused to set aside the probate of a will because the 
contestant failed to ‘‘show that the failure to obtain a 
just decision is not attributable to his own fault or 
negligence,’’ Flint v. Panter, 187 Neb. 615, 193 N. W. 
2d 279 (1971); and it is ‘‘not sufficient to allege gen- 
erally that due diligence has been used, but the facts 
constituting due diligence must be set out,’’ In re Es- 
tate of Reikofski, 144 Neb. 735, 14 N. W. 2d 379 
(1944); and to the same effect, Gleason v. Poore, 167 
Neb. 312, 92 N. W. 2d 705 (1958). However, these and 
other similar cases had their beginnings in Miller v. 
Estate of Miller, 69 Neb. 441, 95 N. W. 1010 (1903), 
which in turn borrowed from Secord v. Powers, 61 
Neb. 615, 85 N. W. 846 (1901). The petitions to va- 
cate filed in the latter two cases were under the pro- 
visions of section 602 of the Code of Civil Procedure, 
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now essentially section 25-2001, R. R. S. 1943, and the 
rule announced by the court in both instances must 
be viewed against the backdrop of that statute and 
the particular facts of the cases. 

The statutes, former section 602 of the Code of 
Civil Procedure and section 25-2001, R. R. S. 1943, 
provide in part as follows: ‘‘A district court shall 
have power to vacate or modify its own judgments 
or orders after the term at which such judgments or 
orders were made * * * (4) for fraud practiced by 
the successful party in obtaining the judgment or or- 
der; * * *.’’ Obviously, as stated in Miller v. Estate 
of Miller, supra, and Secord v. Powers, supra, this 
applies to county courts as well. There is no spe- 
cific time limit within which to act, except that it 
applies to vacation after term. A trial court has al- 
ways had inherent power over its judgments to cor- 
rect errors and mistakes therein, even to the extent 
of granting a new trial whether requested or not, as 
long as such action is taken within the same term of 
court at which the judgment was entered. Harman 
v. Swanson, 169 Neb. 452, 100 N. W. 2d 33 (1959). 

In Secord v. Powers, supra, plaintiff lost the case 
on the first trial and filed a petition under section 602 
alleging that the verdict against him had been ob- 
tained by perjury and asking that the judgment be 
set aside and a new trial awarded. There was a 
trial which resulted in a decision denying the appli- 
cation to vacate the judgment. This court said: 
“The trial court was right in refusing to vacate the 
judgment, not only because Secord did not make a 
sufficient showing of diligence, but also for the rea- 
son that the witness upon whose evidence he mainly 
relied, was utterly unworthy of credit or confidence. 
* * * He did not testify like a person having any sen- 
timental attachment to truth, but rather like one 
who felt no moral restraint and was willing and 
anxious to render both litigants good service. * * * 
We do not think the evidence given on both trials, 
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when considered together, shows anything more 
than a balance of probability against the correctness 
of the conclusions reached in the replevin case.’’ 
(Emphasis supplied. ) 

Although it seems rather obvious that the court 
placed considerable emphasis on the untrustworthi- 
ness of the witness, nevertheless, it furnished the ba- 
sis for promulgation of the rule of ‘‘due diligence”’ 
when seeking to vacate the probate of a will after 
term, as was done in Miller v. Estate of Miller, su- 
pra. In that case, a will was admitted to probate on 
June 2, 1900. Almost 7 months later, on December 
26, 1900, appellants filed a petition to vacate the de- 
cree admitting the will to probate asserting that tes- 
tator lacked testamentary capacity and was subject 
to undue influence. The petition was denied in both 
the county court and District Court. This court, in 
affirming, there said: ‘It is the settled rule, in this 
state at least, that under section 602 of the code a 
judgment clearly shown to have been obtained by 
fraud or false testimony, which it would be against 
conscience to enforce, will, on the application of the 
unsuccessful party and a showing of due diligence, 
be vacated and set aside. Secord v. Powers, 61 Neb. 
615.””" (Emphasis supplied.) Within the concluding 
paragraph of the Miller opinion appears the primary 
reason for the rule when dealing with a vacation 
statute with no time limit as was, and is, the case in 
section 602 and section 25-2001, R. R. 8. 1943: ‘But 
the peace and repose of society forbids that litiga- 
tion should be prolonged indefinitely. The law, 
therefore, requires a litigant to present his defense 
seasonably. If, through his own negligence or want 
of diligence, he fails to do so, equity will not relieve 
him from the consequences of his own neglect or 
want of care. Were it otherwise, no man could know 
with certainty that any controversy was finally set- 
tled and at rest.’’ (Emphasis supplied. ) 

The same reasoning does not apply to section 30- 
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2437, R. R. S. 1943, which very definitely limits the 
time within which a motion to vacate may be filed 
by the language ‘‘within the time allowed for ap- 
peal.”’ That time is, of course, 30 days as provided 
for in section 30-1602, R. R. S. 1943: ‘All appeals 
shall be taken within thirty days after the decision 
complained of is made.’’ This certainly does not 
leave any great period of uncertainty ‘‘that any con- 
troversy was finally settled and at rest.”’ 

The ‘‘period of uncertainty”’ is provided for in sec- 
tion 30-2436, R. R. S. 1948, which allows petitions for 
modification after appeal time because of unaware- 
ness of the existence of another will and no notice of 
the proceedings, or unawareness of death and no no- 
tice except by publication. Such petitions must be 
filed prior to the earlier of the following time limits: 
(1) Entry of an order of final distribution; (2) not 
more than 6 months after the filing of a closing 
statement, if the estate is closed by statement; (3) 
when it is no longer timely to initiate an original pro- 
bate proceeding; or (4) not more than 12 months af.- 
ter entry of the order sought to be vacated. That 
section of the statute specifically sets out conditions 
of due diligence. Also, this is not to say that under 
certain circumstances an order could not be vacated 
at some indefinite time in the future under the provi- 
sions of section 25-2001, R. R. S. 1943, upon a showing 
of ‘due diligence.’’ Section 30-2203, R. R. S. 1943, 
provides: ‘‘Unless displaced by the particular pro- 
visions of this code, the principles of law and equity 
supplement its provisions.’’ 

Proponents argue that repealed section 30-605, R. 
R. S. 1943, as to late claims, permitted the same only 
upon a strict showing of due diligence. This is gen- 
erally true. They also argue that according to the 
Nebraska Comment to the new nonclaim statute, 
section 30-2485, R. R. S. 1943, the language ‘‘upon 
good cause shown, may allow further time not to ex- 
ceed thirty days’’ was adapted from repealed sec- 
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tion 30-605. It follows, according to their argument, 
that the Nebraska Legislature was aware of the ‘‘due 
diligence’’ interpretation applied to ‘‘good cause’’ by 
this court as to section 30-605, and therefore, in bor- 
rowing that language for section 30-2485, intended 
the same ‘‘due diligence’’ meaning. That may very 
well be true. However, the minor premise of their 
syllogism as to section 30-2437 following 30-605 is not 
true and the conclusions accordingly not sound. 
Quoting from their briefs: ‘‘And — the term ‘for 
good cause shown’ in being carried from the old 30- 
605 to the new 30-2437 at issue here requires the 
same strict interpretation as was given to that term 
by decisions of this Court in interpreting the old 30- 
605.’ (Emphasis supplied.) Section 30-2437 was 
carried verbatim from section 3-413 of the Uniform 
Probate Code, not from section 30-605, and unfortu- 
nately, entered our body of law without the benefit of 
prior interpretations of this court, or of any other 
court. There is not so much as a comment following 
it. Likewise, section 30-2220, R. R. S. 1948, arrived 
substantially unchanged from the Uniform Probate 
Code, section 1-401, and that language ‘‘(b) The 
court for good cause shown may provide for a differ- 
ent method or time of giving notice for any hear- 
ing,’’ (emphasis supplied), did not come from the 
“old 30-605.’’ It would take a strained interpretation 
indeed to extract ‘‘due diligence’’ from ‘‘good cause 
shown’”’ as used in section 30-2220, R. R. S. 1943. 

In effect, the situation that existed here was no dif- 
ferent than where default judgment is entered and a 
timely application (within the limitation contem- 
plated by section 30-2437, R. R. S. 1943), to vacate is 
filed together with a tendered defense — lack of tes- 
tamentary capacity and undue influence — which, if 
true, would require the vacation of the decree admit- 
ting the will to probate. As stated in Steinberg v. 
Stahlnecker, 200 Neb. 466, 263 N. W. 2d 861 (1978), 
the most recent of a long line of Nebraska cases on 
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the same point: ‘‘Our law is well settled. Where a 
judgment has been entered by default and a prompt 
application has been made at the same term to set it 
aside, with the tender of an answer or other proof 
disclosing a meritorious defense, the court should on 
reasonable grounds sustain the motion and permit 
the cause to be heard on the merits.’’ To the same 
effect is Beliveau v. Goodrich, 185 Neb. 98, 173 N. W. 
2d 877 (1970): ‘It is the policy of the law to give a 
litigant full opportunity to present his contention in 
court and for this purpose to give full relief against 
slight and technical omissions. On the other hand, it 
is the duty of the courts to prevent an abuse of proc- 
ess, unnecessary delays, and dilatory and frivolous 
proceedings in the administration of justice. Conse- 
quently this court has long held that a district court 
has inherent power to vacate or modify its own judg- 
ment any time during the term in which it is ren- 
dered. ** * Mere mistake or miscalculation of a 
party or his attorneys is not sufficient, in itself, to 
warrant the refusal to set aside a default judgment, 
when there is a good defense pleaded or proved and 
no change of position or substantial misjustice [sic] 
will result from permitting a trial on the merits.”’ 
(Emphasis supplied.) No hearing was ever had on 
the admission of this will to probate, no witnesses 
were ever called, and the same witnesses to the will 
and codicil, according to the county court hearing on 
contestant’s motion, who were available on the date 
when the hearing to admit the will to probate was 
set, were still available at the time of the hearing on 
contestant’s motion. Other than the fact that pro- 
ponents might lose their inheritances under the will 
because of the possibility of lack of testamentary 
capacity, or of undue influence on the part of one or 
more of them, it could hardly be said that under 
those circumstances a ‘‘substantial injustice will re- 
sult from permitting a trial on the merits.” 

The purposes and rules of construction to be ap- 
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plied to the Nebraska Probate Code are expressed in 
section 30-2202, R. R. S. 1943: ‘‘(a) This code shall 
be liberally construed and applied to promote its un- 
derlying purposes and policies. (b) The underly- 
ing purposes and policies of this code are: (1) to 
simplify and clarify the law concerning the affairs of 
decedents, missing persons, protected persons, mi- 
nors and incapacitated persons; (2) to discover and 
make effective the intent of a decedent in distribu- 
tion of his property; (3) to promote a speedy and ef- 
ficient system for liquidating the estate of the dece- 
dent and making distribution to his successors; (4) 
to facilitate use and enforcement of certain trusts; 
(5) to make uniform the law among the various ju- 
risdictions.’’ (Emphasis supplied. ) 

To equate ‘‘good cause shown’’ with a ‘‘showing of 
due diligence”’ is hardly a liberal construction of the 
term ‘‘good cause shown.’’ Proponents would have 
us deny contestant the opportunity to prove the alle- 
gations made in his motion to vacate, timely filed 
within the literal interpretation of the appropriate 
statute, which, if true, would compel a finding of no 
valid will. To do this, recognizing that the will was 
admitted to probate without hearing or formal proof 
of due execution, couid hardly be said to encourage 
the policy ‘‘to discover and make effective the intent 
of a decedent in distribution of his property.’’ 

Webster’s Third New International Dictionary de- 
fines ‘‘good cause’’ as ‘‘a cause or reason sufficient 
in law; one that is based on equity or justice or that 
would motivate a reasonable man under all the cir- 
cumstances.’’ (Emphasis supplied.) 

The meaning of good cause must be determined in 
light of all of the surrounding circumstances. There- 
fore, without regard to its use in the nonclaim situa- 
tion, which is inapplicable here, it is our opinion that 
good cause as used within the provisions of section 
30-2437, R. R. S. 1948, means a logical reason or legal 
ground, based on fact or law, why an order should 
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be modified or vacated. Contestant advanced such 
reasons or grounds in his motion within the limited 
time specifically provided by statute, and which if 
proven true, would require the vacation of the par- 
ticular order attacked. He should have had an op- 
portunity to present his evidence. 

Any suggestion that the appeal was not lodged 
within 30 days of the order admitting the will to pro- 
bate is completely unsound. The filing of a motion 
to vacate, as was done here, is of a somewhat 
similar nature as that of filing a motion for a new 
trial in District Court. The ruling on the motion to 
vacate in effect supplants the decree of probate as 
the final order referred to in section 30-1601, R. R. S. 
1943, which may be appealed within 30 days under 
section 30-1602, R. R. S. 1943. That was done in this 
case. 

In reality, this is a situation of an appeal by an in- 
terested person from a proceeding at which he nei- 
ther appeared nor contested. Any person affected 
by the probate of a will may appeal from a final or- 
der of the county court concerning the will whether 
or not he appeared and contested the probate in that 
court, and he is entitled to be heard in the District 
Court without diminution of rights as a party to the 
cause. Clutter v. Merrick, 162 Neb. 825, 77 N. W. 2d 


572 (1956). 
Proponents are correct as to the position of the 
intervenors — they must take the lawsuit as they 


find it and ordinarily cannot change the position of 
the original party. State ex rel. Nelson v. Butler, 
145 Neb. 638, 17 N. W. 2d 683 (1945). However, the 
District Court should not have dismissed their peti- 
tion in light of what we have said as to contestant’s 
petition because in their prayer they simply joined 
in the prayer set out in contestant’s petition to va- 
cate the order admitting the will to probate. 

Finally, proponents complain because contestant, 
in his motion to vacate, claimed that he was a devi- 
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see under a will of the decedent dated September 9, 
1968, whereas in his petition on appeal he asked the 
District Court to probate a will of the decedent exe- 
cuted on October 17, 1969, together with a codicil 
executed on May 1, 1974. They also point to section 
30-2434, R. R. S. 1948, which provides in part: ‘‘Af- 
ter a final order in a testacy proceeding has been en- 
tered, no petition for probate of any other instru- 
ment of the decedent may be entertained, except in- 
cident to a petition to vacate or modify a previous 
probate order and subject to the time limits of sec- 
tion 30-2436.’’ This is an obvious reference to the 
limitations and conditions contained in section 30- 
2436, R. R. S. 1948, previously referred to in general 
terms in this opinion. However, these contentions 
may be disposed of by pointing out that this is sim- 
ply a will contest, an appeal to set aside the previous 
admission to probate of a particular instrument. All 
references to other particular wills, in either the mo- 
tion, petition on appeal, or the request that the Dis- 
trict Court admit a certain will to probate — which it 
has no jurisdiction to do in the first instance — are 
purely superfluous to this appeal and may be disre- 
garded. 

The judgment of the District Court is reversed and 
the cause is remanded with directions to grant ap- 
pellants a new trial in accordance with this opinion 
and as provided by law. 

REVERSED AND REMANDED. 


STATE OF NEBRASKA EX REL. JOHN E. HALLORAN ET 
AL., APPELLANTS, V. ANITA HAWES, COUNTY CLERK OF 
ADAMS CoUNTY, NEBRASKA, APPELLEE. 

279 N. W. 2d 96 
Filed May 15, 1979. No. 42040. 


1. Statutes. A statute is open to construction only where the language 
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used requires interpretation or may reasonably be considered am- 

biguous. 

A proviso which operates to limit the application of the pro- . 
visions of a statute general in terms should be strictly construed 
and held to include no case not clearly within the purpose, letter, 
or express terms of the proviso. ‘ 

3. Legislature: Schools and School Districts. The Legislature has 
complete power over the organization, function, and finances of 
school districts. 

4. Legislature: Statutes. The Legislature may make reasonable 
classifications of the objects of legislation for the purpose of legis- 
lating with reference thereto. The power of classification rests 
with the Legislature and it will not be interefered with by the courts 
if real and substantial differences exist which afford a rational 
basis for classification. 

5. Mandamus: Public Officers and Employees. To warrant the is- 
sue of mandamus against an officer to compel him to act, (1) the 
duty must be imposed upon him by law, (2) the duty must still exist 
at the time the writ is applied for, and (3) the duty to act must be 
clear. 


Appeal from the District Court for Adams County: 
Norris CHADDERDON, Judge. Affirmed. 


John A. Wagoner and Raiph A. Bradley, for appel- 
lants. 


Arthur C. Toogood and W. G. Cambridge, for ap- 
pellee. 


Robert D. Westadt and Otradovsky & Bieber, for 
amicus curiae. 


Heard before BostauGH, McCown, CLINTON, and 
BRopDKEY, JJ., and Canicuia, District Judge. 


McCown, J. 

This is an action in mandamus to require the re- 
spondent, the county clerk of Adams County, Ne- 
braska, to call an election under the provisions of 
section 79-801, R. R. S. 1943. Peremptory writ of 
mandamus issued.. Following trial the District 
Court for Adams County set aside the peremptory 
writ of mandamus and dismissed the relators’ peti- 
tion. The relators have appealed. 
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On July 26, 1976, the city council of Hastings, a 
first class city, duly adopted ordinances which an- 
nexed certain contiguous territory to the city. The 
parties to this proceeding have stipulated that the 
territory annexed was, at the time of annexation and 
had been for more than 1 year, a part of a Class VI 
high school district known as Adams Central High 
School, and was also located in either School District 
No. 15 of Adams County or School District No. 60 of 
Adams County, both of which were Class I rural ele- 
mentary school districts. It was also stipulated that 
none of the territory involved here had ever been an- 
nexed by petition to any Class III, IV, V, or VI 
school district, and that the territory was included in 
the Adams Central High School district by virtue of 
having been originally included within that school 
district as the result of an election held for that pur- 
pose on July 29, 1966. 

Relators filed their original petition for writ of 
mandamus on May 25, 1977. The petition alleged 
that relators were residents, voters, and taxpayers 
in the territory annexed and the school districts in- 
volved; that the school boards had not entered into 
negotiations as to which school district the annexed 
territory should be a part of; and that the Hastings 
district had refused to negotiate on that issue. The 
petition also alleged that relators had demanded 
that respondent set up an election as provided for 
under section 79-801, R. R. S. 1943, but that respond- 
ent had failed and refused to take any action. Re- 
lators alleged they had no adequate remedy at law 
and prayed that a peremptory writ of mandamus be 
issued requiring the respondent to begin the proce- 
dure for setting up an election immediately and to 
fulfill her obligations under section 79-801, R. R. S. 
1943. 

The District Court issued a peremptory writ of 
mandamus on June 8, 1977. On July 6, 1977, follow- 
ing trial and submission of briefs, the District Court 
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set aside the peremptory writ of mandamus and dis- 
missed the relators’ petition. This appeal followed. 

Some historical perspective is necessary. With 
minor variations not relevant here, the statutes of 
Nebraska, since 1881, have provided that the terri- 
tory embraced within the corporate limits of each 
first class city constitutes a school district of the 
third class, and any additional territory annexed to 
the boundaries of such city by ordinance auto- 
matically became part of the Class III school dis- 
trict of the city. See § 79-801, R. R. S. 1948, and its 
predecessors. 

School districts in this state are presently classi- 
fied into six categories. Class I includes any school 
district that maintains only elementary grades. 
Class II includes any school district embracing terri- 
tory having a population of 1,000 inhabitants or less 
that maintains both elementary and high school 
grades. Class III includes any school district em- 
bracing territory having a population of more than 
1,000 and less than 50,000 inhabitants that maintains 
both elementary and high school grades. Class IV 
includes any school district embracing territory hav- 
ing a population of more than 50,000 and less than 
200,000 inhabitants that maintains both elementary 
and high school grades. Class V includes any school 
district embracing territory having a population of 
200,000 or more that maintains both elementary and 
high school grades. Class VI includes any school 
district in this state that maintains only a high 
school. § 79-102, R. R. S. 1943. 

The city of Hastings has a population of more than 
1,000 and less than 50,000 and is a first class city. 
The school district of the city of Hastings is a Class 
III school district. 

Prior to 1967, what is now section 79-801, R. R. 8S. 
1943, provided: ‘‘The territory embraced within the 
corporate limits of each incorporated city or village 
in the State of Nebraska, together with such ad- 
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ditional territory and additions to such city or vil- 
lage as may be added thereto, as declared by ordi- 
nances to be boundaries of such city or village, hav- 
ing a population of more than one thousand and not 
more than fifty thousand inhabitants, including such 
adjacent territory as now is or hereafter may be at- 
tached for school purposes, shall constitute a school 
district of the third class and be known by the name 
of ‘The School District of (name of city or village), 
in the county of (name of county), in the State of 
Nebraska.’ As such in that name, the district shall 
be a body corporate and possess all the usual powers 
of a corporation for public purposes, and in that 
name and style may sue and be sued, purchase, 
hold, and sell such personal and real estate, and con- 
trol such obligations as are authorized by law. The 
title to all school buildings or other property, real or 
personal, owned by any school district within the 
corporate limits of any city or village, shall, upon 
the organization of the district, vest immediately in 
the new district; and the board of education of the 
new district shall have exclusive control of the same 
for all purposes herein contemplated.’’ That lan- 
guage remains intact as the basic portion of the cur- 
rent version of section 79-801, R. R. S. 1948. Provi- 
sional exceptions have been added. The main thrust 
of the statute remains the same. 

In 1967 a proviso was added: ‘Provided, that 
where the territory annexed by a change of bounda- 
ries of such city has been a part of a Class III, IV, or 
V school district for more than one year prior there- 
to, having been annexed by petition, a merger of the 
area annexed with the Class III school district shall 
not become effective unless a majority of the board 
of education of such Class III, IV, or V district with- 
in ninety days after the effective date of the city an- 
nexation ordinance shall vote in favor of the merg- 
er.”’ Laws 1967, c. 541, § 1, p. 1782. 

In 1976, the proviso was expanded to include Class 
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VI school districts and the remaining language of 
the proviso was changed to its current form which 
is: ‘Provided, that where the territory annexed by 
a change of boundaries of such city has been part of 
a Class III, IV, V, or VI school district for more than 
one year prior thereto, having been annexed by peti- 
tion, the question as to which district the annexed 
territory shall be part of shall be negotiated by the 
school boards of the school districts involved. If the 
majority of the members of each school board can- 
not reach agreement on such question within ninety 
days after the effective date of the city annexation 
ordinance, the question of which school district the 
annexed territory shall be a part of shall be placed 
on the ballot for the next primary or general elec- 
tion. The registered voters of all Class I districts 
which form the annexed territory shall then vote on 
the question at such election. * **.’’ The amend- 
ment to the proviso also included provisions dealing 
particularly with the ownership and disposition of 
property of Class VI school districts affected. 

It is the contention of the relators that the 1976 
amendment to the proviso is unconstitutional be- 
cause it is special legislation and does not operate 
uniformly upon Class VI school districts, but dis- 
tinguishes between Class VI districts formed by the 
election process and those formed by petition. We 
disagree. 

It is tacitly conceded that the operative language: 
‘‘Provided, that where the territory annexed by a 
change of boundaries of such city has been part of a 
Class ITI, IV, V, or VI school district for more than 
one year prior thereto, having been annexed by peti- 
tion, * * *”’ is not ambiguous. Relators’ argument 
that such language creates two kinds of Class VI 
school districts is unfounded. The classification cre- 
ated by the proviso does not apply to school districts 
or their method of formation. The proviso applies 
only to territory which was annexed to a Class III, 
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IV, V, or VI school district by petition. It does not 
apply to territory which was an original part of a 
district and was never annexed. It is a general stat- 
ute and is not special legislation. In effect the re- 
lators contend that the Legislature did not actually 
intend to limit the proviso to territory which had 
been annexed to a school district by petition, but in- 
tended to include all territory of the district, no mat- 
ter how it became a part of the district. A statute is 
open to construction only where the language used 
requires interpretation or may reasonably be con- 
sidered ambiguous. 73 Am. Jur. 2d, Statutes, § 194, 
p. 392. The language of the proviso is clear and not 
ambiguous. 

It is a general rule of statutory construction that a 
proviso which operates to limit the application of the 
provisions of a statute general in terms should be 
strictly construed and held to include no case not 
clearly within the purpose, letter, or express terms 
of the proviso. 73 Am. Jur. 2d, Statutes, § 319, p. 
468. 

This court has consistently held that the Legisla- 
ture has complete power over the organization, func- 
tion, and finances of school districts. Ratigan v. 
Davis, 175 Neb. 416, 122 N. W. 2d 12, appeal dis- 
missed 375 U. S. 394, 84S. Ct. 451, 11 L. Ed. 2d 411. 
The state may change or repeal all powers of a 
school district, take its property without compen- 
sation, expand or restrict its territorial area, unite 
the whole or a part thereof with another subdivision 
or agency of the state, or destrcy the district with or 
without the consent of the citizens. School Dist. No. 
74 v. School Dist. of Grand Island, 186 Neb. 728, 186 
N. W. 2d 485. 

The Legislature may make reasonable classifica- 
tions of the objects of legislation for the purpose of 
legislating with reference thereto. The power of 
classification rests with the Legislature and it will 
not be interfered with by the courts if real and sub- 
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stantial differences exist which afford a rational 
basis for classification. McDonald v. Rentfrow, 176 
Neb. 796, 127 N. W. 2d 480. 

The proviso of section 79-801, R. R. S. 1943, dis- 
tinguishes only between territory annexed to a Class 
III, IV, V, or VI district by petition, and territory 
which was a part of the original district or later be- 
came a part of it by means other than by petition. 
The proviso does not distinguish between different 
methods of creation of school districts. There is a 
legitimate legislative purpose in the distinction as 
demonstrated by the legislative history. This court 
cannot say that the classification complained of will 
not promote those legitimate aims. Any doubts 
must be resolved in favor of the constitutionality of 
the statute. Kaup v. Sweet, 187 Neb. 226, 188 N. W. 
2d 891. 

To warrant the issue of mandamus against an of- 
ficer to compel him to act, (1) the duty must be im- 
posed upon him by law, (2) the duty must still exist 
at the time the writ is applied for, and (3) the duty to 
act must be clear. State ex rel. Goetz v. Lundak, 
199 Neb. 585, 260 N. W. 2d 589. 

The action of the District Court in denying the writ 
of mandamus and dismissing relators’ petition was 
correct and is affirmed. 

AFFIRMED. 
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IN RE CONDEMNATION BY THE STATE FIRE MARSHAL OF 
BuILpING LocaTED on Lots 7, 8, 9, BLock 24, 
GARDNER'S ADDITION, GERING, NEBRASKA: CONRAD 
SCHANEMAN, JR., AND Doris E. SCHANEMAN, ROUTE 1, 
MinaTaReE, NEBRASKA, OWNERS. STATE FIRE MARSHAL 
OF THE STATE OF NEBRASKA, APPELLEE, V. CONRAD 
SCHANEMAN, JR., AND Doris E. SCHANEMAN, 
APPELLANTS. 

279 N. W. 2d 101 


Filed May 15, 1979. No. 42047. 


1. Constitutional Law: Trial: Appeal and Error. For a question of 
constitutionality of a statute to be considered in this court, it must 
be properly raised in the trial court or it will be deemed waived. 

2. Statutes: Public Officers and Employees: Police Powers. The 
requirement of section 81-513, R. R. S. 1943, that a certificate of a 
building contractor, licensed architect, or licensed engineer be pro- 
cured by the State Fire Marshal before ordering the demolition of a 
building applies only where the reason for destruction is other than 
fire protection. 

3. Trial: Appeal and Error. Questions not presented to or passed 
upon by the trial court will not be considered on appeal. 

4. Statutes: Public Officers and Employees: Police Powers. Ac- 
tions instituted by the State Fire Marshal under section 81-517, R. 
R. 8. 1943, are tried in the District Court and reviewed in this court 
as in equity. 

5. Public Officers and Employees: Police Powers: Time. Where 
the evidence does not affirmatively show that a building is beyond 
reasonable repair, the order of the State Fire Marshal should be in 
the alternative, to wit, to make needed specified repairs within a 
fixed period of time, or, upon failure to so do, to direct the 
demolition of the building. 

6. Trial: Appeal and Error. If the trial court views the premises, it 
is required to consider any competent and relevant facts revealed 
thereby; and, similarly, a duty is imposed on this court, on review 
of the findings made by the trial court, to give consideration to the 
fact that the trial court did view the premises. 


Appeal from the District Court for Scotts Bluff 
County: ALFRED J. Kortum, Judge. Affirmed. 


Winner, Nichols and Meister, for appellants. 


Paul L. Dougias, Attorney General, and C. C. 
Sheldon, for appellee. 
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Heard before Krivosna, C. J., BosLaucH, McCown, 
CLINTON, BRODKEY, WHITE, and Hastinas, JJ. 


CLINTON, J. 

Defendants, the Schanemans, owners of an apart- 
ment building in the city of Gering, Nebraska, have 
appealed from a judgment of the District Court for 
Scotts Bluff County affirming an order of the State 
Fire Marshal made pursuant to the provisions of 
section 81-513, R. R. S. 1943, directing the demolition 
of the building. 

The owners make and argue the following assign- 
ments of error: (1) The evidence is insufficient to 
support the demolition order. (2) An order of the 
State Fire Marshal directing the premises be va- 
cated within 72 hours of service of the order was 
void because the statutes do not give the State Fire 
Marshal authority to make such an order. (3) The 
order for demolition was void because it did not 
have attached thereto an engineer, contractor, or 
architect’s certificate claimed to be required by the 
provisions of section 81-513, R. R. S. 1943. (4) Sec- 
tions 81-501.01 through 81-541, R. R. 8S. 1943, are un- 
constitutional. We affirm. 

We discuss the assignments in reverse order. The 
issue of constitutionality of the statute was neither 
pleaded nor raised in any other manner in the Dis- 
trict Court. The applicable rule is that for a ques- 
tion of constitutionality of a statute to be considered 
in this court, it must be properly raised in the trial 
court or it will be deemed waived. State v. McCon- 
nell, 201 Neb. 84, 266 N. W. 2d 219. 

The owners’ third assignment is premised on the 
following provision of section 81-813, R. R. S. 1943: 
“Before he [the State Fire Marshal] ... orders the 
destruction ... of any building ... for any other 
cause than fire prevention, he shall be required to 
obtain a written report from a building contractor, 
licensed architect, or licensed engineer stating the 
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condition of the building and the reason why such 
building ... should be ... destroyed ....’’ The 
plain language of the statute shows the certificate of 
the building contractor, licensed architect, or li- 
censed engineer is required only where the reason 
for the order is a cause other ‘‘than fire prevention.”’ 
The record and the order itself disclose in this case 
the reason for the order was fire prevention. The 
certificate provision of the statute is not applicable. 

As to the second assignment, the owners are pre- 
cluded from raising in this court the issue of the au- 
thority of the State Fire Marshal to issue the order 
for vacation and nonoccupancy because they have 
waived the right by stipulation, did not challenge 
that order in the trial in the District Court, and ac- 
quiesced in that order. Questions not presented to 
or passed upon by the trial court will not be con- 
sidered on appeal. Ford v. County of Perkins, 190 
Neb. 304, 207 N. W. 2d 694. 

At this point we summarize pertinent portions of 
the proceedings in the District Court and the evi- 
dence insofar as they are pertinent to the above as- 
signment and the claim of insufficiency of the evi- 
dence to support the judgment. The order of the 
State Fire Marshal was made on January 16, 1976, 
pursuant to the provisions of section 81-513, R. R. S. 
1943, and the order listed 29 specific conditions or de- 
fects in the building which the State Fire Marshal 
claimed necessitated either specific repairs or the 
destruction of the building so that it did not present a 
hazard to life, limb, and property. The order al- 
leged that because of the dilapidated condition of the 
building it was especially liable to fire. The order 
was filed with the clerk of the District Court pur- 
suant to the provisions of section 81-517, R. R. S. 
1943. The owners filed objections and answer 
through their attorney on January 19, 1976, together 
with a motion which questioned the authority of the 
State Fire Marshal to order the building evacuated 
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until repairs were made. Later, the owners filed 
another motion in which they asked that the order be 
made more specific and certain. 

Thereafter, the owners and the State Fire Marshal 
consented to the entry of an order by the court which 
provided, among other things: (1) Clarification of 
the State Fire Marshal’s specification of defects and 
hazards described in the order; and (2) the owners 
would, within 30 days after clarification, given writ- 
ten notice that they intended to effect repairs before 
occupation of the building, would do nothing, or 
would sell the building subject to the requirements 
of the order. In the event of election to repair, the 
order provided that all repairs, except electrical re- 
pairs, would be accomplished in 6 months and all re- 
pairs, including electrical, within 1 year. Both par- 
ties reserved rights to have the matter heard on the 
merits. 

Later, the parties entered into a stipulation which, 
among other things, provided that pursuant to the 
provisions of the above-mentioned consent order: 
“Schaneman hereby gives notice ... that they in- 
tend to effect repairs to the building to comply with 
the requested repairs before occupancy,’’ and fur- 
ther agreed all repairs would be completed not later 
than July 1, 1977. To this time the Schanemans had 
been represented by counsel throughout. The 
record shows they then dismissed their counsel. 
They did not thereafter make the repairs in accord- 
ance with the stipulation, and the State Fire Mar- 
shal, pursuant to the provisions of the order, called 
for a hearing on the merits and the matter was tried. 
Mr. Schaneman appeared at the trial pro se. Evi- 
dence was offered by the State Fire Marshal and 
none by Schaneman. The trial judge made a per- 
sonal inspection of the premises. On January 27, 
1978, the court found that 20 of the deficiencies listed 
in the order of the State Fire Marshal still existed on 
the premises and entered an order directing the 


VoL. 203] JANUARY TERM, 1979 417 


State Fire Marshal v. Schaneman 


building be demolished at the owners’ cost. 

Witnesses for the State Fire Marshal were a 
deputy state fire marshal, an officer of the Gering 
police department, and the building inspector of the 
city of Gering. Each of them had been in the build- 
ing at various times in the year 1977 in connection 
with their official duties. The substance of their 
collective testimony was that the deficiencies noted 
in the order of the State Fire Marshal were largely 
uncorrected; the building was in a dilapidated condi- 
tion; it constituted a fire hazard and was unfit for 
habitation unless repairs were made; and the condi- 
tion of the building had in fact deteriorated since the 
date of the State Fire Marshal’s order. The testi- 
mony of the deputy state fire marshal described the 
29 defects so that the judge, when he made his per- 
sonal inspection during trial, would be able to make 
his own judgment as to what defects existed and 
what portion of the order had not been complied 
with. As noted, the court after the inspection found 
that 20 of the specified items had not been remedied. 

The owners complain that the qualifications of the 
witnesses to express their opinions that the building 
constituted a fire hazard had not been properly laid. 
However, no objections to foundation or qualifica- 
tions were made by the owners. Such objections 
were therefore waived and the evidence was prop- 
erly considered by the trial judge. 

The owners cite In re Application of Iverson, 151 
Neb. 802, 39 N. W. 2d 797, as follows: ‘‘We are not 
here dealing with the rule that applies in emergency 
situations. The remedy of total destruction of prop- 
erty under the police power without compensation is 
a drastic one. The existence of that power is not 
here challenged. The challenge goes to the neces- 
sity. The necessity for the total destruction of the 
building must clearly appear. 

“Section 81-513, R. S. 1948, clearly contemplates 
an order for repair, alteration, or destruction as al- 
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ternatives. Other sections of the act show the same 
distinction. When the police power is exerted 
against property it is ordinarily to regulate its use, 
not to destroy it. Destruction is a last resort. The 
applicable rule is that where repairs or alterations 
can be made lawfully upon a building so as to elimi- 
nate the special dangers, arising from its location 
and condition, to surrounding property and to per- 
sons, such repairs or alterations should be ordered 
rather than ordering the destruction of the build- 
ing.’’ The owners point out there was no evidence 
the building could not be lawfully repaired so as to 
be habitable and not constitute an unreasonable fire 
hazard endangering life, limb, and other property in 
the vicinity and argue therefore that under the prin- 
ciple of In re Application of Iverson, supra, the court 
was not authorized to enter the order. This conten- 
tion, however, overlooks the fact that the owners 
stipulated they would make an election either (1) to 
repair, (2) to do nothing, or (3) to sell, subject to the 
State Fire Marshal’s existing order to either repair 
or demolish. The record shows the owners exer- 
cised their option to repair and stipulated they would 
make the repairs by July 1, 1977. The record fur- 
ther shows they did not make the repairs in any sub- 
stantial degree. They presented no evidence as to 
why they had not done so. The record supports the 
inference that they had made no contractual or 
other arrangements to have the work done, they had 
no bona fide intention of complying with the order, 
and they were using the legal proceedings to bargain 
for modification. 

The owners were bound by their stipulation and 
election to repair. Section 81-513, R. R. S. 1943, au- 
thorizes the State Fire Marshal, under the conditions 
described in the statute, to direct repair or demo- 
lition. In re Application of Iverson, supra, stands 
for the proposition that destruction may not be or- 
dered when repairs are feasible. It does not, how- 
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ever, hold that an owner may avoid the alternative 
of demolition by refusing or neglecting to make the 
ordered repairs. We hold that under the provisions 
of section 81-513, R. R. S. 1943, if an owner agrees to 
make repairs and then neglects or refuses to do so, 
demolition may be ordered. This is the interpre- 
tation placed upon section 81-513, R. R. S. 1943, by 
this court in State Fire Marshal v. Village of Dor- 
chester, 186 Neb. 94, 180 N. W. 2d 919, where we 
said: ‘‘Where the evidence does not affirmatively 
show that a building is beyond reasonable repair, 
the order of the State Fire Marshal should be in the 
alternative, to wit, to make needed specified repairs 
within a fixed period of time, or, upon failure to so 
do, to direct the demolition of the building.’’ 

In re Application of Iverson, supra, requires that 
the District Court, under the provisions of section 
81-517, R. R. S. 1948, try the case as in equity. The 
trial court in this case announced it was going to do 
so and the record shows that is what it did. Review 
in this court is also de novo under the mandate of 
Iverson. 

The trial court viewed the premises. If the trial 
court views the premises, it is required to consider 
any competent and relevant facts revealed thereby; 
and, similarly, a duty is imposed on this court, on 
review of the findings made by the trial court, to 
give consideration to the fact that the trial court did 
view the premises. Webb v. Lambley, 181 Neb. 385, 
148 N. W. 2d 835. The record clearly contains com- 
petent evidence which supports the findings. 

AFFIRMED. 


420 NEBRASKA REPORTS [VoL. 203 


Hyde v. Cleveland 


PHILLIP L. HYDE, APPELLANT, v. HowARD 
CLEVELAND, APPELLEE. 
279 N. W. 2d 105 


Filed May 15, 1979. No. 42086. 


1. Courts: Trial: Evidence: Witnesses. In a trial de novo on the 
record, it is the obligation of the District Court to reach an inde- 
pendent conclusion without reference to the decision of the county 
court, with the caveat that where the evidence is in irreconcilable 
conflict, the District Court should consider the lower court’s oppor- 
tunity to observe the witnesses and their manner of testifying. 

2. Judgments: Evidence: Appeal and Error. A judgment of the 
District Court will not be set aside by this court on appeal unless it 
is clearly wrong and not supported by the evidence. 

3. Motor Vehicles: Negligence: Damages. A motorist who sees 
anything upon a highway at night which is abnormal and in itself a 
warning and takes no precaution by way of reducing speed, or 
otherwise, is guilty, as a matter of law, of more than slight negli- 
gence which will bar his recovery for damage contributed to by his 
lack of care. 

4. Motor Vehicles: Negligence. As a general rule, it is negligence as 
a matter of law for a motorist to drive an automobile so fast on a 
highway at night that he cannot stop in time to avoid a collision 
within the area lighted by his headlights. 

5. Statutes: Witnesses: Admissions Against Interest. The require- 
ment imposed by section 27-613 (2), R. R. S. 1943, that a witness be 
afforded an opportunity to explain or deny a prior inconsistent 
statement does not apply to admissions or statements offered 
against a party to the action, if the admissions or statements were 
made by that party. 

6. Evidence: Witnesses: Admissions Against Interest. The admis- 
sions and declarations of a party to an action against his own 
interest, upon a material matter, are admissible against him as 
original evidence and may be used as rebuttal evidence, and, 
where he is examined as a witness in his own behalf, it is unnec- 
essary to lay foundation for the admission of such evidence by 
cross-examination. 

7. Trial: Evidence. Ordinarily the order of proof is a matter in the 
discretion of the trial court and error cannot be successfully 
asserted on account of any irregularity therein; prejudice in such 
case should first appear. 


Appeal from the District Court for Cass County: 
Raymonp J. Case, Judge. Reversed and remanded 
with directions. 


James E. Case, for appellant. 
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Francis M. Casey of Casey & Elworth, for appel- 
lee. 


Heard before BosLauGH, CLINTON, BRODKEY, and 
HastTinecs, JJ., and Hickman, District Judge. 


Hickman, District Judge. 

This motor vehicle accident case was commenced 
in the county court of Cass County, Nebraska. After 
trial to the court, the court found against the plain- 
tiff, appellant herein, and for the defendant, appellee 
herein, and awarded the defendant a judgment on 
his cross-petition in the amount of the stipulated 
damage. Plaintiff appealed the decision to the Dis- 
trict Court for Cass County, Nebraska, whereafter in 
a trial de novo on the record the District Court af- 
firmed the judgment of the county court. The case 
comes to this court on further appeal by the plaintiff 
below after the overruling of plaintiff's motion for a 
new trial. The parties will be designated herein- 
after as they were in the lower courts. 

This action arose out of an accident which oc- 
curred at night on April 24, 1976, in Cass County, 
Nebraska, on U. S. Highway No. 73-75 approximately 
1 mile west and 2 miles south of Plattsmouth, Ne- 
braska. In the area of the accident the highway is 
24 feet wide, runs straight, consists of two lanes, and 
is upgrade to the south to a hill crest, approximately 
250 feet south of the scene of the accident. It was 
raining and had been most of the evening. Defend- 
ant had been traveling north on the highway and ob- 
served a car in the east ditch with its windshield 
wipers in operation. He passed by, turned around to 
see if he could help, and proceeded to a point 
somewhat north of the vehicle in the ditch. Defend- 
ant stopped his car, facing south, in the north lane 
partially off onto the shoulder at a point where his 
headlights would shine on the car in the ditch. De- 
fendant was unable to get his vehicle completely off 
the east edge of the highway because of the slope of 
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the ditch and the wet condition of the ground. De- 
fendant activated his four-way blinking flashers and 
placed his headlights in the dim or low-range posi- 
tion. On checking the vehicle in the ditch, he was 
unable to determine, because of the darkness, 
whether there was anyone inside the vehicle. De- 
fendant returned to the highway and flagged down a 
southbound vehicle to secure a flashlight. The 
southbound vehicle had its headlights on and it 
stopped in the southbound lane alongside defend- 
ant’s vehicle or relatively close thereto. At this 
point, both lanes of the highway were partially occu- 
pied. Plaintiff was proceeding north on the highway 
in the northbound lane at 45 to 50 miles per hour with 
his windshield wipers and headlights on and crested 
the hill approximately 250 feet south of the stopped 
vehicles. Plaintiff immediately saw the lights of the 
two aforementioned vehicles. Plaintiff testified he 
thought one vehicle was passing the other and that it 
would continue to pass or fall back in behind the 
other vehicle, so plaintiff applied his brakes lightly 
for some 200 feet at which time he realized the ve- 
hicles were stopped. Plaintiff then applied his 
brake pedal hard, but because the brakes were wet 
they did not hold and the vehicle traveled 50 feet be- 
fore striking the defendant’s left front end at a speed 
of 35-40 miles per hour as plaintiff was turning 
toward the ditch on the east side of the road. 

In a trial de novo on the record, it is the obligation 
of the District Court to reach an independent conclu- 
sion without reference to the decision of the county 
court, with the caveat that where the evidence is in 
irreconcilable conflict, the District Court should con- 
sider the lower court’s opportunity to observe the 
witnesses and their manner of testifying. Phillippe 
v. Barbera, 195 Neb. 727, 240 N. W. 2d 50; Von Seg- 
gern v. Kassmeier Implement, 195 Neb. 791, 240 N. 
W. 2d 842. 

The District Court, as was required, came to an 
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independent conclusion based on the evidence and 
found that the parking of the defendant’s vehicle on 
the wrong side of the road was negligence, but that it 
had its headlights on and was visible. The court fur- 
ther found plaintiff was negligent in that his vehicle 
was not equipped with adequate brakes; he was 
traveling at a rate of speed in excess of that per- 
mitted by section 39-662, R. S. Supp., 1976, because of 
the special hazards occasioned by weather and high- 
way conditions; and he failed to have his car under 
proper control. 

The District Court proceeded to compare the neg- 
ligence of the parties and found the negligence of the 
defendant was slight when compared with the negli- 
gence of the plaintiff, and found that the defendant 
should recover on his cross-petition. 

Plaintiff assigns as error the District Court’s de- 
termination that defendant’s negligence was slight 
in comparison to the negligence of the plaintiff, and 
further assigns error in that the District Court based 
its decision on an improper determination of the evi- 
dence. 

A judgment of the District Court will not be set 
aside by this court on appeal unless it is clearly 
wrong and not supported by the evidence. Stitt 
Constr. Co. v. Canine’s Cupid, Inc., 199 Neb. 400, 259 
N. W. 2d 29. 

A motorist who sees anything upon a highway at 
night which is abnormal and in itself a warning and 
takes no precaution by way of reducing speed, or 
otherwise, is guilty, as a matter of law, of more than 
slight negligence which will bar his recovery for 
damage contributed to by his lack of care. Stocker | 
v. Roach, 140 Neb. 561, 300 N. W. 627. Here, the 
plaintiff at approximately 250 feet observed the high- 
way blocked and rather than applying his brakes im- 
mediately with sufficient force to slow and stop his 
vehicle, he allowed it to travel 200 feet before a 
forceful application of the brake pedal was made 
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and, at that point, he was only 50 feet from the colli- 
sion. This conduct on the part of plaintiff was a 
total disregard of due care which the law exacts 
from a motorist. 

The evidence reflects that defendant’s vehicle was 
stopped partially on and partially off the east edge 
of the traveled surface of the highway and facing the 
wrong direction. It had been raining all evening 
prior to the accident and there was testimony that 
mud tracks would have been made by the vehicles 
when towed away following the accident. It is clear 
. the slope of the ditch to the east of the highway was 
such that it would not be practical for a driver to 
drive his vehicle onto the slope due to the incline and 
wet conditions. The inference to be drawn from the 
evidence is that the defendant stopped his vehicle as 
far off the highway as was practical under the condi- 
tions existing. § 39-670 (1), R. R. S. 1943. It was at 
least 200-250 feet to the crest of the hill according to 
plaintiff's testimony, and defendant had left the 
southbound lane of traffic open. 

The fact defendant was facing south partially in 
the northbound lane presents a more difficult prob- 
lem; however, by reason of defendant’s headlights 
being on and facing the plaintiff, the plaintiff should 
have become aware of the presence of defendant’s 
vehicle in that position sooner than if defendant had 
stopped his vehicle facing north with only his tail- 
lights facing plaintiff. Plaintiff denied seeing any 
flashing lights on defendant’s vehicle. Thus, al- 
though the District Court found defendant was guilty 
of negligence in stopping his vehicle on the wrong 
side of the highway, we cannot say defendant’s neg- 
ligence was more than slight when compared to the 
negligence of the plaintiff. 

Plaintiff has not brought himself within any of the 
exceptions to the general rule that it is negligence as 
a matter of law for a motorist to drive an automo- 
bile so fast on a highway at night that he cannot stop 
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in time to avoid a collision with an object within the 
area lighted by his lamps. Roth v. Blomquist, 117 
Neb. 444, 220 N. W. 572. 

Plaintiff contends the range of vision rule should 
not be applied arbitrarily in this case for the reason 
that the night was rainy and the distance between 
the crest of the hill and the defendant’s vehicle was 
200-250 feet. He further contends that in the exer- 
cise of ordinary care plaintiff could not observe the 
danger in time and avoid the collision. However, we 
point out that plaintiff testified he saw two sets of 
headlights apparently coming toward him at a dis- 
tance of about 250 feet, and that he applied his 
brakes slightly and did not apply them forcefully un- 
til he was 50 feet from the collision. Plaintiff recog- 
nized the danger upon cresting the hill, but failed to 
use due care to avoid an apparent dangerous situa- 
tion. 

The court permissibly found under the circum- 
stances of this case that plaintiff’s speed was in ex- 
cess of that permitted under section 39-662, R. S. 
Supp., 1976, because of special hazards occasioned 
by the weather and highway conditions. 

We are unwilling to say that the District Court was 
clearly wrong in the comparison of the negligence of 
the parties or that it made an improper determina- 
tion of the evidence. 

During the trial in the county court and after de- 
fendant rested his case, the plaintiff by way of 
rebuttal attempted to read into evidence portions of 
the deposition of the defendant for the purpose of 
showing declarations against interest. Defendant 
objected by stating ‘‘this is rebuttal’? — not a proper 
place for declarations against interest — and the 
county court held such procedure was improper re- 
buttal evidence. The plaintiff then called the de- 
fendant to the witness stand and commenced to ex- 
amine him in regard to the content of defendant’s 
deposition. Defendant’s counsel objected on the 
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basis of improper time and place for cross-examina- 
tion. The objection was sustained. Plaintiff then 
made an offer of proof by reading a portion of de- 
fendant’s deposition into the record. Defendants 
objection to the offer of proof on the same basis was 
sustained. On trial de novo the District Court held 
that the witness must be asked if the impeachable 
statement was made and if so, the reason for the 
apparent discrepancy, and be given the opportunity 
to explain any apparent errors or discrepancies in 
the testimony given in the deposition and that given 
at the trial. The court also found that the deposition 
may not be offered for the sole purpose of impeach- 
ment without giving the witness opportunity to ex- 
plain the discrepancy and thus held the county 
court’s ruling was correct. 

Plaintiff assigns as error the ruling of the District 
Court upholding the ruling of the county court. Sec- 
tion 25-1267.04, R. R. S. 1943, provides: ‘‘At the trial 
* * * any part or all of a deposition, so far as admis- 
sible under the rules of evidence, may be used 
against any party who was present * * * at the tak- 
ing of the deposition * * * in accordance with any of 
the following provisions: (1) Any deposition may 
be used by any party for the purpose of contradict- 
ing or impeaching the testimony of deponent as a 
witness; * * *.”’ 

The District Court must have assumed that section 
27-613 (2), R. R. S. 1948, applied to this situation. 
That section provides: ‘‘Extrinsic evidence of a 
prior inconsistent statement by a witness is not ad- 
missible unless the witness is afforded an oppor- 
tunity to explain or deny the same and the opposite 
party is afforded an opportunity to interrogate him 
thereon, or the interests of justice otherwise re- 
quire. This provision does not apply to admissions 
of a party-opponent as defined in subdivision (4) (b) 
of section 27-801.” 

Section 27-801 (1), R. R. S. 1943, defines a state- 
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ment in part as an oral or written assertion and (4) 
provides: ‘‘A statement is not hearsay if: * * * (b) 
The statement is offered against a party and is (i) 
his own statement, * * *.” 

Since plaintiff was offering portions of defendant’s 
deposition to. show declarations against interest or 
prior inconsistent statements or admissions for im- 
peachment purposes against the defendant, it was 
not necessary that defendant be given an opportu- 
nity to explain or deny the statements. 

The requirement imposed by section 27-613 (2), R. 
R. S. 1943, that a witness be afforded an opportunity 
to explain or deny a prior inconsistent statement 
does. not apply to admissions or statements offered 
against a: party to the action, if the admissions or 
statements were made by’ ‘that party.. 

- In Young v. Kinney, 79 Neb. 421, 112 N. W. 558, the 
plaintiff, as a witness in his own behalf, testified that 
he. had known the animal in dispute from the time it 
was. a suckling colt. On cross-examination, he was 
‘asked if ‘he had: not testified at the trial in county 
court that the first time he saw the animal to re- 
member him was when the ‘animal was 2 years old, 
coming 3. Plaintiff, in effect, answered that he 
didn’t remember. Defendant subsequently called 
the county judge as a witness and offered to prove 
that at the county court trial the plaintiff had testi- 
fied the first time he saw the animal in dispute was 
when the animal was coming 2 or 3 years old. Plain- 
tiff objected that.there was no foundation and that it 
did not tend to impeach the plaintiff. The objection 
was sustained. On appeal to this court, we held that 
the District Court erred stating: ‘The admissions 
and declarations of a party to an action against his 
own interest, in a material matter, may be proved 
as original evidence, and it is unnecessary to lay any 
foundation in the cross-examination of such party, 
where he has testified in his own behalf.”’ 

‘Berggren Ver ‘Hannan, O’Dell & Van Brunt, 116 Neb. 
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18, 215 N. W. 556, was an auto-pedestrian case where 
defendant’s driver had denied he was operating the 
car at the time of the accident. Plaintiff called a 
witness who testified over objection that defendant’s 
driver had said after the accident, and after he was 
no longer working for the defendant, that he was 
driving the car and ‘‘got into an accident.’’ This 
court held that the evidence was admissible to make 
out a case against the defendant driver citing Young 
v. Kinney, supra, and said: ‘‘Had the declarations 
of Baker [defendant’s driver] been offered by the 
plaintiff in rebuttal, for impeachment purposes, they 
should have been received.’’ Defendant urged that 
no foundation was laid for impeachment by proof of 
contradictory statements or declarations by calling 
the attention of the witness to them on cross-exami- 
nation. We stated: ‘‘The witness Baker being a 
party to the suit, against whom judgment was 
sought, it was not necessary to lay such foundation.”’ 

During the trial in Luikart v. Korbmaker, 128 Neb. 
199, 258 N. W. 263, plaintiff offered, as part of his 
case-in-chief, certain questions and answers given 
by the defendant in proceedings before another 
court. Upon objection the evidence was not re- 
ceived. Later in the trial, the plaintiff offered cer- 
tain parts of the evidence as rebuttal evidence, and 
objections to such offer were sustained by the court. 
On appeal the rulings of the District Court were as- 
signed as error. This court held that the sustaining 
of the objections to the introduction of the evidence 
constituted prejudicial error, citing Young v. Kin- 
ney, supra. 

It is thus clear the county court erred in not allow- 
ing the plaintiff to read the declarations against in- 
terest and/or prior inconsistent statements of the 
defendant into evidence as part of his case on re- 
buttal. 

We hold that the admissions and declarations of a 
party to an action against his own interest, upon a 
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material matter, are admissible against him as 
original evidence and may be used as rebuttal evi- 
dence, and, where he is examined as a witness in his 
own behalf, it is unnecessary to lay foundation for 
the admission of such evidence by cross-examina- 
tion. 

Ordinarily the order of proof is a matter in the dis- 
cretion of the trial court and error cannot be suc- 
cessfully asserted on account of any irregularity 
therein; prejudice in such case should first appear. 
Berggren v. Hannan, O’Dell & Van Brunt, supra. 

In this case, by the ruling of the trial court, plain- 
tiff was denied the opportunity to attack the credi- 
bility of the defendant by impeaching him with his 
declarations against interest and prior inconsistent 
statements. Since a determination of the facts in 
this case is of paramount importance, the refusal of 
the court to allow plaintiff to use the deposition of 
the defendant in rebuttal was prejudical to the plain- 
tiff. 

Error having been committed by both the District 
Court and the county court prejudicial to the plain- 
tiff, the judgment is reversed and the cause re- 
manded to the District Court, which is ordered to re- 
verse the judgment and remand the cause to the 
county court for a new trial. 

REVERSED AND REMANDED WITH 
DIRECTIONS. 


CHARLES R. SINGLETON ET AL., APPELLEES, V. KIMBALL 
CouNTy BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS ET AL., APPELLANTS. 
278 N. W. 2d 112 


Filed May 15, 1979. No. 42173. 


1. Mandamus: Public Officers and Employees. Mandamus is avail- 
able to enforce the performance of ministerial duties of a board of 
county commissioners but is not available if the duties are quasi- 
judicial or discretionary. 
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2. Public Officers and Employees. An act is ministerial if there is an 
absolute duty to perform in a specified manner upon the existence 
of certain facts. 

When the law, in words or by implication, commits to any 
officer the duty of looking into facts and acting upon them, not in a 
way which it specifically directs, but after a discretion in its nature 
judicial, the function is termed quasi-judicial; however, an act may 
be held to be ministerial even though the person performing it may 
have to satisfy himself that a certain state of facts exists under 
which it is his duty to perform the act. 

4. Statutes: Public Officers and Employees: Highways. The duty 
of the board of county commissioners under section 39-1716, R. R. 
S. 1943, to lay out a public road, upon a showing that the statutory 
conditions of section 39-1713, R. R. S. 1943, exist, is ministerial. 

5. Mandamus. To warrant the issuance of a writ of mandamus to 
compel official action: (1) The duty must be imposed upon the 
official by law, (2) the duty must still exist at the time the writ is 
applied for, and (3) the duty must be clear. 

6. Appeal and Error. Petition in error proceedings are not available 
to appeal from ministerial acts. 

7. Trial: Mandamus. In a mandamus action, findings of fact by the 
trial court upon conflicting evidence will not be disturbed on appeal 
unless clearly wrong. 


Appeal from the District Court for Kimball Coun- 
ty: Joun D. Knapp, Judge. Affirmed. 


Fred J. Hurlbut, for appellants. 


Walter H. Radcliffe of Tews & Radcliffe, for appel- 
lees. 


Heard before BosLauGcH, McCown, CLINTON, and 
BRODKEY, JJ., and WinpRvuM, District Judge. 


CLINTON, J. 

The Kimball County Board of Commissioners 
(hereinafter board) appeals from the granting to 
Charles and Betty Singleton of a peremptory writ of 
mandamus ordering the -board to lay out a public 
road to the Singletons’ land and to appraise the dam- 
ages suffered by the owners of the real estate over 
which the road is laid. The Singletons brought the 
mandamus action after the board voted to deny their 
affidavit requesting that a road be laid out pursuant 
to section 39-1716, R. R. S. 1943. 
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The board’s 12 assignments of error consolidate 
into the following: (1) The court erred in finding 
that mandamus was an available remedy since the 
board was exercising a quasi-judicial function; (2) 
the court erred in granting the writ of mandamus as 
petitioners had an adequate remedy at law; and (3) 
the court’s order is not supported by the evidence. 
We affirm. 

The statutes underlying this case are sections 39- 
1713 through 39-1719, R. R. S. 1943. 

Section 39-1713, R. R. S. 1948, provides in pertinent 
part: ‘‘When any person shall present to the county 
board an affidavit satisfying it’’ that the person 
meets the conditions stated in the affidavit, ‘‘the 
county board shall appoint a time and place for 
hearing the matter, ....’’ The affidavit must show 
the affiant is the owner of real estate in the county 
which is shut out from all public roads, either by 
real estate belonging to others or by water. In addi- 
tion, the affidavit must state that the affiant ‘‘is un- 
able to purchase from any of ... [the surrounding 
landowners] the right-of-way over or through the 
same to a public road or that it cannot be purchased 
except at an exorbitant price,....’’ Finally, the af- 
fidavit must ask the county board to lay out a public 
road in accordance with section 39-1716, R. R. S. 
1943. 

Section 39-1715, R. R. S. 1943, provides for public 
notice of the hearing and requires that written notice 
be served on ‘‘all of the owners and occupants of the 
lands through which such road may pass.”’ 

Section 39-1716, R. R. S. 1948, states that the coun- 
ty board shall lay out the public road and appraise 
damages for the taking of property for the road if it 
finds that the required conditions exist. 

Section 39-1719, R. R. S. 1943, is apparently the 
only appeal provision connected with these proceed- 
ings. It provides for appeal by the parties to the 
award of damages in the same manner as appeals 
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from appraisers’ awards in eminent domain 
proceedings. There is no provision for appeal by the 
affiant if his petition for a road is denied. 

In April 1977, the Singletons presented the board 
with an affidavit stating that they owned land which 
was isolated from all public roads by real estate be- 
longing to other persons and by a waterway. They 
further stated they were unable to purchase a right- 
of-way from the adjacent landowners and petitioned 
the board to lay out a public road to their property. 
The board set a date for a public hearing. 

At the hearing, Mr. Singleton testified his property 
was isolated from public roads by a lake on one side 
and by real estate belonging to two other owners on 
the other side. He stated he had been unable to pur- 
chase a right-of-way from either property owner and 
described occasions when he had attempted to do so. 

Both adjoining property owners were present at 
the hearing. One did not testify at the hearing and 
later stated during the mandamus proceedings that 
there were no circumstances under which he would 
sell a right-of-way to Singleton. The other property 
owner, Mr. Tomich, testified at the hearing that 
Singleton had had informal access through his land 
for several years ‘‘for grazing and agriculture.”’ 
Tomich did not state that he would be willing to sell 
a right-of-way to Singleton or that he would permit 
access for anything other than agricultural uses. 

In June 1977, the board voted to deny the Single- 
tons’ petition because Mr. Singleton had not at- 
tempted to purchase a right-of-way from other prop- 
erty owners before filing his affidavit. This manda- 
mus action ensued. 

After a full hearing on the merits, which hearing 
included testimony from each of the county commis- 
sioners as to the basis for his vote to deny the 
Singleton petition, the court concluded the conditions 
described in the Singleton affidavit had ‘‘existed at 
all times pertinent to this action.’’ The court also 
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concluded the board’s duties under the statutes were 
ministerial in nature, but that even if its duties were 
deemed judicial, the denial of the Singleton petition, 
‘“‘on the evidence presented in this case, would be so 
arbitrary and capricious as to amount to the exer- 
cise of no discretion at all.’’ The court then ordered 
that the peremptory writ of mandamus issue. 

The first issue to be determined on this appeal is 
the nature‘of the duties imposed on the board by sec- 
tions 39-1713 through 39-1719, R. R. 8. 1943. If the du- 
ties are ministerial in nature, mandamus is avail- 
able to enforce performance. State ex rel. Agricul- 
tural Extension Service v. Miller, 182 Neb. 285, 154 
N. W. 2d 469. If the duties are quasi-judicial or dis- 
cretionary, mandamus is generally not available as 
a remedy. § 25-2156, R. R. S. 1943; State ex rel. 
Goossen v. Board of Supervisors, 198 Neb. 9, 251 N. 
W. 2d 655. 

The general rule is that an act is ministerial if 
there is absolute duty to perform in a specified man- 
ner upon the existence of certain facts. State ex rel. 
Herman v. City of Grand Island, 145 Neb. 150, 15 N. 
W. 2d 341. Section 39-1716, R. R. S. 1948, does im- 
pose such an absolute duty if the conditions specified 
in section 39-1713, R. R. S. 1943, exist. Thus the duty 
to lay out a road must be considered ministerial un- 
less the process of ascertaining that the conditions of 
section 39-1718, R. R. 5. 1943, have been met requires 
the board to act in a quasi-judicial manner: ‘‘When 
the law, in words or by implication, commits to any 
officer the duty of looking into facts, and acting upon 
them, not in a way which it specifically directs, but 
after a discretion in its nature judicial, the function 
is termed quasi-judicial.’’ State ex rel. School Dist. 
v. Ellis, 163 Neb. 86, 77 N. W. 2d 809. However, an 
act may be held to be ministerial even though the 
person performing it may have to satisfy himself 
that a certain state of facts exists under which it is 
his duty to perform the act. Little v. Board of 
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County Commissioners, 179 Neb. 655, 140 N. W. 2d 1. 
Sections 39-1713 and 39-1716, R. R. S. 1948, require 
only one factual determination of any complexity, 
i.e., the county board must determine that the affi- 
ant is unable to purchase a right-of-way to a public 
road or can purchase one only for an exorbitant 
price. Previously, this court has held duties requir- 
ing the ascertainment of residency to be ministerial. 
State ex rel. Rittenhouse v. Newman, 189 Neb. 657, 
204 N. W. 2d 372; Little v. Board of County Commis- 
sioners, supra. Ascertaining ability to purchase a 
right-of-way is no more complex than ascertaining 
residency and cannot operate to transform the duties 
imposed by these statutes into quasi-judicial ones. 

The fact that the board is required to hold a hear- 
ing also does not transform the proceedings into 
quasi-judicial ones. Ruwe v. School District, 120 
Neb. 668, 234 N. W. 789, which is cited for this propo- 
sition, involved a far different statute which permit- 
ted school boards to make discretionary changes in 
school district boundaries under certain conditions. 
The issue in that case was whether a hearing was re- 
quired, and we held it was since financial burdens 
were being imposed on property owners by the exer- 
cise of judicial power. We have not held that a pro- 
ceeding is quasi-judicial whenever a hearing is re- 
quired by statute and decline to do so now. 

The board correctly urges that laying out the road 
and appraising damages are quasi-judicial acts. 
However, it does not necessarily follow that these 
acts are not severable from the initial duty to accept 
or deny the petition for a road, particularly where 
the statute itself treats these acts as severable in its 
appeal provisions. § 39-1719, R. R. S. 1948. 

We hold that the duty of the board of county com- 
missioners under section 39-1716, R. R. S. 1948, to lay 
out a public road upon a showing that the statutory 
conditions of section 39-1713, R. R. S. 1948, exist is 
ministerial. 
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In addition, to warrant the issuance of a writ of 
mandamus to compel official action: (1) The duty 
must be imposed upon the official by law, (2) the 
duty must still exist at the time the writ is applied 
for, and (3) the duty must be clear. State ex rel. 
Goetz v. Lundak, 199 Neb. 585, 260 N. W. 2d 589. 
These conditions have been met. 

Finally, mandamus is available only where there 
is no adequate remedy at law. § 25-2157, R. R. 8. 
1943. We have already noted that the statutes do not 
provide for direct appeal from the decision to deny 
an affidavit. As the duty is ministerial, petition in 
error proceedings are also not available. Little v. 
Board of County Commissioners, supra. Clearly, 
there is no other remedy at law, and the board’s as- 
signment of error on this point is without merit. 
Mandamus is available in this case. 

All of the other assignments of error relate to the 
sufficiency of the evidence to support the judgment 
of the trial court. In a mandamus action, findings of 
fact by the trial court upon conflicting evidence will 
not be disturbed on appeal unless clearly wrong. 
State ex rel. Frasier v. Whaley, 194 Neb. 703, 234 N. 
W. 2d 909. We have examined the record and cannot 
conclude that the findings of the trial court are 
clearly wrong in any respect. 

AFFIRMED. 


STATE OF NEBRASKA, APPELLEE, V. LANNY D. FRENCH, 
APPELLANT. 
279 N. W. 24 116 


Filed May 15, 1979. No. 42244. 


1. Criminal Law: Constitutional Law: Searches and Seizures. When 
the defendant is not in custody and the State attempts to justify a 
search on the basis of defendant’s consent, the Fourth and Four- 
teenth Amendments to the Constitution of the United States re- 
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quire that the State demonstrate that the consent was in fact volun- 
tarily given and not the result of duress or coercion, express or im- 
plied. 

2. Criminal Law: Searches and Seizures. Whether or not consent to 
search was freely and intelligently given is a question of fact to be 
determined from the totality of all the circumstances surrounding 
it. 

3. Criminal Law: Burden of Proof: Searches and Seizures. The 
State has the burden of establishing the legal sufficiency of a con- 
sent to a search and seizure. 

4. Criminal Law: Custody: Burden of Proof. Whether a person 
whose consent is sought was in the custody of the police at the time 
the consent was given is an important consideration in determining 
voluntariness, duress, or coercion, and custody makes the prosecu- 
tion’s burden heavier. 

5. Criminal Law: Searches and Seizures. While a consent to search 
is not terminated merely by a worsening of the consenting party’s 
position, a consent may be withdrawn or limited at any time prior 
to the completion of the search. 


Appeal from the District Court for Jefferson Coun- 
ty: WuuramM B. Rist, Judge. Judgment and sen- 
tence vacated. Cause remanded to District Court. 


Hal W. Anderson of Berry, Anderson & Creager, 
for appellant. 


Paul L. Douglas, Attorney General, and J. Kirk 
Brown, for appellee. 


Heard before Krivosna, C. J., BosLauGH, McCown, 
CLINTON, BRODKEY, WHITE, and HAsTincs, JJ. 


McCown, J. 

The defendant was convicted on a charge of pos- 
session of marijuana with intent to deliver and sen- 
tenced to imprisonment for 1 year. The defendant 
has appealed. The issue on appeal is whether evi- 
dence was obtained as the result of an illegal search 
and seizure and should have been suppressed. 

At about 9 p.m., on September 28, 1977, Jefferson 
County deputy sheriffs Earhart and Anderson re- 
sponded to a telephone report of a possible trespass 
at a vacant farmhouse located near Reynolds, Ne- 
braska. The deputies arrived about dusk and stopped 
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their car at the gate to the farmhouse lane. When 
they stopped at the gate they heard a motor running, 
saw some lights on in the farmhouse, saw a fire in 
the area outside the front of the house, and noticed 
three or four people in the area. Deputy Earhart 
radioed their location to the sheriff’s office and re- 
ported that the deputies would check out the tres- 
pass complaint. 

As the deputies got out of their car they noticed 
that the lights went out in the farmhouse and people 
were moving around, and as the deputies started up 
the lane on foot they saw people running. The depu- 
ties, as they approached the farmhouse, called out 
and identified themselves as officers and announced 
that they wanted to talk to the people. As they ap- 
proached the house the deputies noticed two pickup 
trucks and a motorcycle parked in front of the 
house. The deputies saw a pistol, a shotgun, and a 
radio scanner on the seat of one of the trucks. The 
deputies made a cursory search of the premises out- 
side the house. Deputy Earhart then discovered the 
defendant under one of the trucks. The defendant 
was frisked and handcuffed and Deputy Earhart 
then took the defendant down the lane and put him in 
the police car, while Deputy Anderson remained at 
the house. Using his flashlight, Deputy Anderson 
looked through the windows of the house, saw sleep- 
ing bags, personal effects and clothes, and also saw 
a shotgun in the kitchen. The kitchen door was 
locked with a padlock on the outside. Thinking that 
someone might still be in the house, Deputy Ander- 
son kicked or knocked the kitchen door in, went into 
the kitchen, picked up the shotgun, and carried it 
outside. 

Meanwhile, Deputy Earhart was taking the de- 
fendant to the police car. They disagree as to what 
they heard on the way to the car. The defendant 
testified he heard Deputy Anderson kick in the door 
and the splintering of wood, and recognized the 


a 
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sounds of the opening of the kitchen door, and as- 
sumed that Earhart heard them also. Deputy Ear- 
hart did not remember hearing any noises. On the 
way to the car the defendant told Earhart he had 
some identification and a lease to the property in his 
wallet. When they reached the police car they got in 
the car, Deputy Earhart examined the lease and 
identification, and determined that the lease was 
made out to the defendant. 

At this point again the evidence is in conflict. Ear- 
hart did not mention any purpose for entering the 
house, nor tell the defendant he had a right to refuse. 
Earhart testified he asked defendant if the officers 
could have permission to go into the house and. that 


the defendant said: ‘‘Yes.’’ The defendant testified . 


he assumed that Earhart had also heard Anderson 
break into the house and in response to the request 
for permission to go into the house the defendant 
said: ‘‘Well, yeah. It wouldn’t matter anyway:”’ 
Earhart confirmed that response, but said it ‘was 
made in response to a second request. 

Earhart then drove the car up to the house and 
they saw that Deputy Anderson had already broken 
the door in. Deputy Earhart walked from the car 
over to the house and talked to Anderson. Earhart 
then returned to the car and said to the defendant: 
‘‘You would have given us consent anyway, wouldn’t 
you?’’ The defendant answered: ‘‘No.’’ The oOffi- 
cers nevertheless went into the house and conducted 
a room by room search looking for trespassers. 
They gave no other reason to search the house. 
They found no trespassers in the house but they dis- 
covered a quantity of marijuana. The officers con- 
fiscated approximately 1,000 pounds of processed 
and unprocessed marijuana which was used as 
evidence in this case. 

Motion to suppress was overruled and jury trial 
was waived. Upon trial to the District Court the evi- 
dence was received over objection, and the défend- 


’ 
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ant was found guilty and sentenced to imprisonment 
for 1 year. The issue on appeal is whether or not the 
physical evidence seized at the farmhouse was the 
result of an illegal search and seizure. 

The defendant contends that he did not voluntarily 
consent to the search; that his words, which were in- 
terpreted as consent were not intended as such, but 
were the result of duress or coercion, express or im- 
plied; and that whatever consent might have been 
inferred by the officers was revoked before the 
search kegan. The State concedes the officers had 
no warrant to search the farmhouse, nor any prob- 
able cause or reason to suspect there was marijuana 
in the farmhouse at the time. The sole justification 
for the search in this case rests on the consent of the 
defendant. 

In Schneckloth v. Bustamonte, 412 U. S. 218, 93 S. 
Ct. 2041, 36 L. Ed. 2d 854, the United States Supreme 
Court held: ‘‘[W]hen the subject of a search is not 
in custody and the State attempts to justify a search 
on the basis of his consent, the Fourth and Four- 
teenth Amendments require that it demonstrate that 
the consent was in fact voluntarily given, and not the 
result of duress or coercion, express or implied. 
Voluntariness is a question of fact to be determined 
from all the circumstances, and while the subject’s 
knowledge of a right to refuse is a factor to be taken 
into account, the prosecution is not required to 
demonstrate such knowledge as a prerequisite to es- 
tablishing a voluntary consent.’’ 

Whether or not consent to search was freely and 
intelligently given is a question of fact to be deter- 
mined from the totality of all the circumstances sur- 
rounding it. State v. Van Ackeren, 194 Neb. 650, 235 
N. W. 2d 210. The State has the burden of establish- 
ing the legal sufficiency of a consent to a search and. 
seizure. State v. Holloway, 187 Neb. 1, 187 N. W. 2d 
85. 

In the present case the evidence established that 
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Deputy Earhart pulled the defendant out into the 
open, frisked him, handcuffed him, led him 100 
yards down the lane, and put him in the police car. 
During that walk the defendant heard Deputy Ander- 
son break open the kitchen door. While the defena- 
ant was sitting in the police car handcuffed he was 
asked for permission to go into the house, although 
no purpose for such entry was suggested. The de- 
fendant responded: ‘‘Well, yeah. It won’t make 
any difference anyway.”’ 

Whether a person whose consent is sought was in 
the custody of the police at the time the consent was 
given is an important consideration in determining 
voluntariness, duress, or coercion. ‘‘While some 
courts, particularly on the federal level, have 
deemed ‘consent’ by one in police custody as almost 
per se invalid, the prevailing view falls somewhat 
short of this, although there is general agreement 
that custody makes the prosecution’s burden par- 
ticularly heavy.’’ 2 LaFave, Search and Seizure, § 
8.2, at p. 643. 

Even if Deputy Earhart might have believed, at 
that point, that the defendant had given voluntary, 
knowing, and intelligent consent to enter the house, 
Earhart discovered very shortly thereafter that 
Deputy Anderson had already broken into the house 
without any authorization whatever. Deputy Ear- 
hart was sufficiently uncertain about the consent 
situation, in view of the circumstances, that he re- 
turned to the defendant and said: ‘‘You would have 
given us consent anyway, wouldn’t you?’’ The de- 
fendant answered: ‘‘No.’’ Earhart confirmed that 
answer on cross-examination. 

Under the circumstances here the defendant’s un- 
equivocal ‘‘no”’ could only be reasonably interpreted 
as revoking whatever consent might have previously 
been given, if any. The better view is that while a 
consent to search is not terminated merely by a 
worsening of the consenting party’s position, a con- 
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sent may be withdrawn or limited at any time prior 
to the completion of the search. See, 2 LaFave, 
Search and Seizure, § 8.1, at p. 634. At the time the 
defendant responded ‘‘no’’ to the question as to 
whether he would have given any consent if Deputy 
Anderson had not already broken into the house, the 
officers had not yet begun the search of the house. 
It was neither reasonable nor justifiable for them to 
conclude that they had the voluntary and intelligent 
consent of the defendant to make a search. The 
search was unreasonable. The motion to suppress 
should have been granted. 

The judgment and sentence of the District Court 
are vacated and the cause remanded to the District 
Court. 

JUDGMENT AND SENTENCE VACATED. 
CAUSE REMANDED TO DISTRICT 
CouRT. 


STATE OF NEBRASKA EX REL. GARY B. PARTIN, 
APPELLANT AND CROSS-APPELLEE, V. LESTER L. JENSEN, 
SHERIFF OF DAWES CouNTY, NEBRASKA, APPELLEE AND 

CROSS-APPELLANT. 
279 N. W. 2d 120 


Filed May 15, 1979. No. 42278. 


1. Criminal Law: Extradition: States. In an extradition proceeding 
where the Governor of the asylum state has granted extradition, a 
court of the asylum state can do no more than decide (a) whether 
the extradition documents on their face are in order; (b) whether 
the petitioner has been charged with a crime in the demanding 
state; (c) whether the petitioner is the person named in the request 
for extradition; and (d) whether the petitioner is a fugitive. 

2. Criminal Law: Bail. Courts have the inherent power to consider 
the propriety of bail under special circumstances in the light of 
modern concepts of fundamental fairness, even though there is no 
statute specifically authorizing bail. 

3. Criminal Law: Extradition: States: Habeas Corpus. In a 
habeas corpus proceeding challenging extradition, in the absence 
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of specific statutory authorization, the trial court or the District 
Court has power, in its discretion, to grant bail during the pendency 
of the proceedings, including an appeal to this court, in the same 
cases and under the same terms and conditions authorized by stat- 
ute in preliminary extradition proceedings, or in other habeas 
corpus proceedings. 


Appeal from the District Court for Dawes County: 
RoBERT R. Moran, Judge. Affirmed. 


Charles A. Fisher and David E. Veath, for appel- 
lant. 


Paul L. Douglas, Attorney General, and Paul W. 
Snyder, for appellee. 


Heard before Krivosnua, C. J., BosLauGH, McCown, 
CLINTON, BRODKEY, WHITE, and HastTincs, JJ. 


McCown, J. 

This is a habeas corpus action challenging the ex- 
tradition of the petitioner, Gary B. Partin, to the 
State of California on two counts of child abduction. 
The county court of Dawes County quashed the writ 
of habeas corpus and the District Court affirmed the 
judgment. The petitioner has appealed, and the re- 
spondent has cross-appealed as to the granting of 
bail on appeal. 

Petitioner, Gary B. Partin, and Grace Marie Par- 
tin were divorced on July 29, 1975, in Garfield Coun- 
ty, Colorado. The divorce decree granted custody of 
the two minor children of the parties to the wife, 
with visitation rights to the husband. In April 1976, 
petitioner became a resident of Chadron, Dawes 
County, Nebraska, and thereafter Grace Marie Par- 
tin became a resident of California. The Colorado 
court amended the divorce decree on November 10, 
1976, and granted petitioner the right to have the 
children visit at his residence for 1 month each year 
when the children were not in school. 

Pursuant to the divorce decree, and with the con- 
sent of his former wife, petitioner went to California 
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and on June 26, 1977, took the children from Cali- 
fornia to his residence in Nebraska for the 1-month 
visitation. He did not return the children to Cali- 
fornia. 

In September 1977, a felony complaint was filed in 
California, and on November 14, 1977, an amended 
felony complaint was filed, charging petitioner with 
two counts of violation of section 278.5, California 
Penal Code. Section 278.5 provides: ‘‘Every person 
who in violation of a custody decree takes, retains 
after the expiration of a visitation period, or con- 
ceals the child from his legal custodian, and every 
person who has custody of a child pursuant to an or- 
der, judgment or decree of any court which grants 
another person rights to custody or visitation of such 
child, and who detains or conceals such child with 
the intent to deprive the other person of such right to 
custody or visitation shall be punished by imprison- 
ment in the state prison for a period of not more 
than one year and one day or by imprisonment in a 
county jail for a period of not more than one year, a 
fine of not more than one thousand dollars ($1,000), 
or both.’’ ; 

The amended complaint charged that the peti- 
tioner, on or about September 6, 1977, did ‘‘take, re- 
tain after the expiration of a visitation period and 
conceal a child, to wit: Jonathan Partin, from his 
legal custodian, in violation of a custody decree.’’ 
Count II set out a charge of the same offense with 
respect to Chasen Partin. An affidavit detailing the 
facts upon which the complaint was issued was at- 
tached. An application for requisition for the arrest 
and extradition of petitioner was filed and the Gov- 
ernor of California issued a requisition for arrest 
and extradition on December 31, 1977. On January 
17, 1978, the Governor of Nebraska issued a warrant 
for the arrest and extradition of the petitioner. 
On March 1, 1978, petitioner was taken into custody 
pursuant to the warrant and on the same date filed 
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his petition for writ of habeas corpus. 

At the hearing on that date the petitioner testified 
that he was not present in the State of California on 
September 6, 1977; that he was divorced pursuant to 
a Colorado divorce decree; and that there was no 
complaint against him for any crime in Colorado. 
He also alleged and testified he was not a fugitive 
from justice, had been a resident of Dawes County, 
Nebraska, for almost 2 years, and the complaint was 
so vague and uncertain that it did not charge a 
crime. Authenticated documents were introduced 
in evidence to establish compliance with require- 
ments for extradition under the Uniform Criminal 
Extradition Act. } 

On March 15, 1978, the county court of Dawes 
County held that petitioner was not entitled to relief 
and quashed the writ of habeas corpus. Petitioner 
appealed to the District Court and was released on 
his own recognizance. On June 28, 1978, the District 
Court for Dawes County affirmed the judgment of 
the county court quashing the writ of habeas corpus 
and admitted petitioner to bail pending appeal to 
this court. The petitioner has appealed, and the re- 
spondent has cross-appealed as to the granting of 
bail on appeal. 

Petitioner’s principal contention is that the Cali- 
fornia legislation under which he was charged was 
not effective until July 1, 1977. He contends that be- 
cause he took the children from California on June 
26, 1977, and was not in the State of California on 
September 6, 1977, he committed no criminal act 
within the state and therefore cannot be a fugitive 
from justice nor subject to extradition. In effect his 
argument is that section 278.5 of the California Penal 
Code, as applied to him, would be ex post facto. 

The fatal defect in petitioner’s argument is that 
section 278.5 of the California Penal Code became ef- 
fective on January 1, 1977, rather than on July 1, 
1977. The particular section under which petitioner 
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was charged was a part of Chapter 1399, Cal. Stats. 
of 1976, designated section 11 of Chapter 4, which 
was approved by the Governor on September 30, 
1976, and became operative on January 1, 1977, al- 
though other portions of Chapter 1399 did not become 
operative until July 1, 1977. There was no ex post 
facto problem here. 

In Michigan v. Doran, 439 U. S. 282, 99 S. Ct. 530, 
58 L. Ed. 2d 521, just released, the Supreme Court of 
the United States said: ‘‘Once the governor has 
granted extradition, a court considering release on 
habeas corpus can do no more than decide (a) 
whether the extradition documents on their face are 
in order; (b) whether the petitioner has been 
charged with a crime in the demanding state; (c) 
whether the petitioner is the person named in the re- 
quest for extradition; and (d) whether the petitioner 
is a fugitive.’’ See, also, West v. Janing, 202 Neb. 
141, 274 N. W. 2d 161. In the case now before us the 
requisite facts are established by the record and the 
writ of habeas corpus was properly quashed. 

On cross-appeal, it is contended that the District 
Court had no power to grant bail to the petitioner 
during the pendency of the appeal in this habeas cor- 
pus proceeding. The respondent and cross-appel- 
lant relies primarily upon In re Application of 
Campbell, 147 Neb. 382, 23 N. W. 2d 698. That case 
was decided in 1946 and held that a fugitive from jus- 
tice who is in custody by virtue of a rendition war- 
rant issued by the Governor in an extradition pro- 
ceeding, and has been denied release in a habeas 
corpus proceeding, may not be admitted to bail 
pending appeal. The Campbell case affirmed a 
denial of bail by the District Court and was in accord 
with the then general rule that in the absence of a 
statute authorizing bail, bail may not be granted for 
a prisoner held under a warrant of rendition in an 
extradition proceeding. See, 35 C. J. S., Extra- 
dition, § 19, p. 445; Annotation, 63 A. L. R. 1460, at p. 
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1502; Annotation, 143 A. L. R. 1354, at p. 1361. 

At the time of the Campbell case some states had 
treated the granting of bail pending appeal in habeas 
corpus arising out of an extradition proceeding as 
being authorized under constitutional and statutory 
provisions dealing with bail generally. See Winnick 
v. Reilly, 100 Conn. 291, 123 A. 440. The United 
States Supreme Court in Wright v. Henkel, 190 U. S. 
40, 23 S. Ct. 781, 47 L. Ed. 948, stated: ‘‘We are un- 
willing to hold that the Circuit Courts possess no 
power in respect of admitting to bail other than as 
specifically vested by statute, or that, while bail 
should not ordinarily be granted in cases of foreign 
extradition, those courts may not in any case, and 
whatever the special circumstances, extend that re- 
lief.”” The Campbell case considered that language 
dictum and affirmed the denial of bail on the ground 
the government would be seriously embarrassed if 
the accused failed to appear as agreed and the gov- 
ernment could not meet its obligation to surrender 
the accused to the extraditing state. 

Federal courts have consistently followed the doc- 
trine of Wright v. Henkel, supra, that courts have 
the inherent power to consider the propriety of bail 
under special circumstances in the light of modern 
concepts of fundamental fairness, even though there 
is no statute specifically authorizing bail. Even ina 
recent line of international extradition decisions, 
bail has generally been granted during the comple- 
tion of pending proceedings despite the lack of any 
specific statute. See West v. Janing, 449 F. Supp. 
548, at p. 552, and cases there cited. 

Some states have held that since habeas corpus is 
a civil proceeding and general statutes provide for a 
supersedeas bond on appeal in civil cases, a peti- 
tioner charged with a bailable offense in an extradi- 
tion proceeding may be admitted to bail during the 
pendency of the habeas corpus proceeding at the dis- 
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cretion of the court. See Ruther v. Sweeney, 137 N. 
E. 2d 292 (Ohio App.). 

Section 29-2823, R. R. §. 1948, provides in part: 
“The proceedings upon any writ of habeas corpus 
shall be recorded by the clerk and judges respec- 
tively, and may be reviewed as provided by law for 
appeal in civil cases.’’ 

Section 25-1916, R. R. S. 1948, provides for super- 
sedeas bond in civil cases and specifies the terms 
and conditions of such supersedeas bonds in various 
kinds of judgments, decrees, or final orders. This 
court has held that the trial court may, in its discre- 
tion, grant supersedeas in cases not specified in sec- 
tion 25-1916, R. R. §. 1948, in such an amount and on 
such conditions as the court determines necessary, 
and that an absolute right to supersedeas does not 
exist except when it is allowable under the express 
provisions of section 25-1916, R. R. S. 1943. Hall v. 
Hall, 176 Neb. 555, 126 N. W. 2d 839; Carson v. Jan- 
sen, 65 Neb. 423, 91 N. W. 398. 

Nebraska statutes authorize the court to grant bail 
to an accused in an extradition proceeding prior to 
the issuance of the governor’s warrant. §§ 29-744 
and 29-745, R. R. S. 1943. Statutes also authorize ad- 
mission to bail in a habeas corpus proceeding on ap- 
peal by the State. § 29-2823, R. R. S. 1943. Those 
statutes do not specifically authorize a petitioner 
who has been denied release in a habeas corpus pro- 
ceeding challenging extradition to be admitted to 
bail pending appeal. 

Modern notions of due process and fundamental 
fairness demand that a citizen should not arbitrarily 
be denied bail solely because there is no statute spe- 
cifically authorizing the granting of bail. Obviously 
there is no absolute right to bail in an extradition 
case. The inherent power of a court may be exer- 
cised as to bail although it is not specifically vested 
by statute. An automatic arbitrary denial of bail to 
an accused who attempts to appeal an order re- 
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manding him to custody for delivery to an extra- 
diting state effectively destroys the right of appeal 
granted to him by statute. To place extradition be- 
tween states of the United States on the same plane 
as extradition between international governments 
where ‘‘seriouSs embarrassment”’ to a government 
outweighs an individual’s loss of liberty and a right 
of appeal is neither just nor reasonable. 

In a habeas corpus proceeding challenging extra- 
dition, in the absence of specific statutory authoriza- 
tion, the trial court or the District Court has the 
power, in its discretion, to grant bail during the 
pendency of the proceedings, including an appeal to 
this court, in the same cases and under the same 
terms and conditions authorized by statute in pre- 
liminary extradition proceedings or in other habeas 
corpus proceedings. To the extent In re Application 
of Campbell, 147 Neb. 382, 23 N. W. 2d 698, is in con- 
flict, it is overruled. 

The judgment of the District Court was correct in 
all respects and is affirmed. 

AFFIRMED. 


WILLIAM ROELFS ET AL., APPELLEES, V. LOREN SPECHT 
ET AL., APPELLANTS. 
279 N. W. 2d 124 


Filed May 15, 1979. No. 42290. 


1. Schools and School Districts: Statutes: Burden of Proof. The pe- 
titioners for the transfer of land from one school district to another 
school district have the burden of proving by a preponderance of 
the evidence each of the statutory requirements for such transfer 
provided in section 79-403 (1), R. R. S. 1943. 

2. Schools and School Districts. Where petitioner’s residence is 
closer to the schoolhouse in their own &hool district than that of an 
adjoining district, and both districts maintain a bus route, the dis- 
tance to the school bus route of the district to which transfer is 
sought must be \% mile closer to petitioner’s residence for their 
land to be transferred. 
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Appeal from the District Court for Jefferson Coun- 
ty: Wuu1aM B. Rist, Judge. Affirmed. 


James B. Gessford of Perry, Perry, Witthoff & 
Guthery, for appellants. 


Robert F. Lammers, for appellees. 


Heard before KrivosHsa, C. J., McCown, and 
Wuite, JJ., and Ronin and Hammon, District 
Judges. 


Ronw, District Judge. 

This is an action brought by appellees to transfer 
real estate owned by them from School District No. 
103, a Class II district of Jefferson County, Nebras- 
ka, hereinafter referred to as the Diller District, to 
School District No. 8, a Class III district of Jefferson 
County, Nebraska, hereinafter referred to as the 
Fairbury District. Appellees filed their original 
freeholders’ petition on February 9, 1978, under the 
provisions of section 79-403 (1), R. R. 8. 1943. Appel- 
lees also own 40 acres of real estate which was al- 
ready in the Fairbury District and adjoined the real 
estate which they sought to be transferred. 

A hearing was held on February 27, 1978, on appel- 
lees’ original petition before the freeholders board, 
which consisted of the county superintendent of 
schools, county clerk, and county treasurer of 
Jefferson County. The board granted the petition 
and directed that the subject real estate of appellees 
be transferred to the Fairbury District. 

The appellants are taxpayers of the Diller District 
and appealed the action of the freeholders board to 
the District Court for Jefferson County. On July 27, 
1978, after trial, the District Court affirmed the ac- 
tion of the board. We affirm the judgment of the 
District Court. ; 

Section 79-403 (1), R. R. S. 1948, states the neces- 
sary requirements which must be met before a free- 
holder may be allowed to transfer real property 
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from one school district to another. The record in 
this case is not disputed that the appellees have fully 
complied with the following statutory requirements: 
(1) That appellees are the owners of the subject 
real estate in the Diller District which they seek to 
transfer to the Fairbury District; (2) that the Diller 
District adjoins the Fairbury District; and (3) that 
Lorie Roelfs is the 17-year-old daughter of the appel- 
lees, Harold and Norma Roelfs, and has resided with 
her parents on the subject real estate for more than 
40 days prior to the filing of the petition. 

In Klecan v. Schmal, 196 Neb. 100, 241 N. W. 2d 529 
(1976), our court held that, in addition to other re- 
quirements, the statutory language of section 79-403 
(1) (d), R. R. S. 1943, that the board may attach land 
to an adjoining district ‘‘whenever they deem it just 
and proper and for the best interest of the * * * peti- 
tioners so to do,’’ meant that the transfer would be 
in the best educative interest of the student for 
whom the benefit of transferring was being con- 
sidered. The parties have stipulated in the record in 
this case that it was in the best educative interest for 
Lorie to attend high school in the Fairbury District. 

The only issue in dispute, which was tried in the 
District Court, is whether the school bus route of the 
Fairbury District is at least % mile closer to the 
lane to Lorie Roelfs’ home than the Diller District 
school bus route as required under section 79-403 (1) 
(d), R. R. S. 1948, which, as relative to this issue, 
provides that the petitioners must establish they are 
either: ‘‘* * * each more than two miles from the 
schoolhouse in their own district, and at least one 
half mile nearer to the schoolhouse or a school bus 
route of the adjoining district, which distance shall 
be measured by the shortest route possible upon sec- 
tion lines or traveled roads open to the public or that 
the route to the schoolhouse in the adjoining district 
is more practicable and, * ** the distance to the 
schoolhouse in the adjoining district does not exceed 
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the distance to the schoolhouse in their own district 
by more than six miles ***,’’ (Emphasis sup- 
plied.) 

In Rebman v. School Dist. No. 1, 178 Neb. 313, 133 
N. W. 2d 384 (1965), our court held that the petition- 
ers had the burden to prove this essential distance 
requirement by the preponderance of the evidence, 
even though all the other requirements of section 79- 
403, (1), R. R. S. 1948, had been met. 

The undisputed evidence in this case is that the pe- 
titioners reside 6 miles from the Diller school and 9 
miles from the Fairbury school. The evidence is 
also undisputed that the Fairbury school bus route 
has, for several years, run directly by the lane to 
Lorie Roelfs’ home, and that she has ridden the 
Fairbury school bus during her junior high school 
year of 1977-1978. The evidence discloses the Diller 
school bus route went by the same Roelfs’ lane until 
Lorie stopped riding that bus during the latter part 
of her sophomore school year. While the evidence is 
conflicting, the weight of the evidence is that some 
time after Lorie ceased to ride the Diller bus, its 
regular route was altered to stop 140 feet over 1% 
mile south of the center of the Roelfs’ lane, in ac- 
cordance with the testimony of Layton Hein, a li- 
censed surveyor, who measured the distance. There 
was evidence that on some occasions the Diller 
school bus would go past the Roelfs’ lane, but the 
preponderance of the evidence is that its regular 
route was just over % mile from the Roelfs’ lane. 
The court finds from the evidence that throughout 
the school year of 1977-1978, and at the time of the 
filing of the original petition, the appellees were 
more than % mile closer to the school bus route of 
the Fairbury District than the school bus route of the 
Diller District, within the meaning of section 79-403 
(1) (d), R. R. S. 1943, and that the appellees have 
complied with the only disputed statutory require- 
ment. 
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The record in this case supports the finding of the 
District Court that the appellees maintained their 
burden of proof and met the requirements of section 
79-403 (1), R. R. S. 1943, and that the action of the 
freeholders board transferring the subject real es- 
tate from the Diller District to the Fairbury District 
should be affirmed. 

AFFIRMED. 


First ASSEMBLY OF GOD CHURCH, A NEBRASKA 
CORPORATION, APPELLEE, V. THE CITY OF SCOTTSBLUFF, 
A MUNICIPAL CORPORATION AND POLITICAL SUBDIVISION OF 

THE STATE OF NEBRASKA, APPELLANT. 
279 N. W. 2d 126 
Filed May 22, 1979. No. 41960. 

1. Constitutional Law: Municipal Corporations: Notice. There is no 
constitutional requirement that property owners be given notice of 
the creation of an improvement district although creation of the 
district may foreclose any opportunity of the property owners to 
protest the making of the improvement. 

2. Constitutional Law: Municipal Corporations: Notice: Assess- 
ments. The constitutional requirement is that there be notice to 
the property owners of a special assessment and an opportunity to 
contest its validity and amount before the assessment becomes a 
charge on the property. 

3. Statutes: Municipal Corporations: Waters: Notice. Section 16- 
667, R. R. S. 1943, as it existed in 1975, authorized a city of the first 
class to create a water district to extend water service within the 
city limits without giving notice of the creation of the district to 
property owners affected. 

4. Case Overruled. Matzke v. City of Seward, 193 Neb. 211, 226 N. W. 
2d 340, overruled in part. 


Appeal from the District Court for Scotts Bluff 
County: ALFRED J. Kortum, Judge. Reversed and 
remanded. 


Loren G. Olsson, for appellant. 


Allen L. Graves of Cline, Williams, Wright, John- 
son & Oldfather, for the League of Nebraska Munici- 
palities, amicus curiae. 
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Robert M. Brenner, for appellee. 


Heard before Krivosna, C. J., BosLauGH, McCown, 
CLINTON, BRODKEY, WHITE, and HastTINnGs, JJ. 


BOSLAUGH, J. 

The defendant, City of Scottsbluff, Nebraska, ap- 
peals from a summary judgment vacating and set- 
ting aside a special assessment levied against the 
property of the plaintiff, First Assembly of God 
Church, for the construction of water mains in water 
main extension district No. 58. 

The defendant created water district No. 58 by 
ordinance No. 2118 on June 16, 1975. After the work 
had been completed, the mayor and city council, sit- 
ting as a board of equalization, fixed and determined 
the special benefits to the property within the dis- 
trict. On January 26, 1976, the defendant levied 
special assessments against the property in water 
main extension district No. 58, including the prop- 
erty owned by the plaintiff, by ordinance No. 2164. 

This action was commenced on February 27, 1976. 
The petition alleged that within 10 days from the 
levy of the special assessment the plaintiff filed a 
notice of appeal and a cost bond with the city clerk 
of the defendant. The petition prayed that the 
special assessment be vacated or modified or that 
the matter be remanded to the board of equalization 
for rehearing; that the title to the plaintiff’s prop- 
erty be quieted and confirmed in the plaintiff or 
against the city council of the defendant; that the 
city council of the defendant be enjoined from at- 
tempting to enforce the assessment against the prop- 
erty of the plaintiff; and for such other further and 
different relief as the court might deem just and 
equitable. 

The petition alleged that ordinance No. 2164 was 
null and void because of (1) insufficient notice; (2) 
insufficient action and approval of the public; (3) in- 
sufficient enactment of the ordinances; (4) insuffi- 
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cient compliance with the public meeting laws; and 
(5) ‘Insufficient of the Ordinance for water main ex- 
tension, District Number 58.”’ 

The defendant’s answer was substantially a gen- 
eral denial. 

The plaintiff moved for a partial summary judg- 
ment ‘‘on the validity of the Ordinance No. 2164’’ on 
one or more of the following grounds: (a) No 
proper notice was given as required by section 18- 
401 et seq., R. R. S. 1948; (b) no proper notice was 
given, as required by statute, for ordinance No. 2164 
or 2118; (c) no proper passage of ordinance No. 2164 
or ordinance No. 2118 or notices in compliance with 
sections 19-2402 to 19-2407, R. R. S. 1948; (d) no 
proper passage of ordinance No. 2118 or notices of 
ordinance No. 2118 creating water main district No. 
58; and (e) no proper enactment or levy of special 
assessments under water main district No. 58. 

The trial court found there was no material issue 
of fact as to whether proper notice had been given 
by the defendant, that the plaintiff was entitled to 
judgment as a matter of law, and that the special as- 
sessment levied against the property of the plaintiff 
should be vacated and set aside. 

There are no issues of fact and the appeal presents 
only questions of law. The principal issue is wheth- 
er the defendant was required to give any notice to 
the property owners in the district at the time ordi- 
nance No. 2118 creating water district No. 58 was 
enacted. The plaintiff attempts to distinguish be- 
tween a ‘‘Water District’”’ and a ‘‘Water Main Exten- 
sion District’? and contends that the defendant was 
required to proceed under either section 18-401 or 
section 19-2402, R. R. S. 1948. The defendant con- 
tends that it proceeded under section 16-667, R. R. S. 
1943, as it existed on June 16, 1975, and there was no 
requirement that notice of the creation of the district 
be given to the property owners in the district. 
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Prior to the 1977 amendments, there was no re- 
quirement for notice to property owners upon the 
creation of a water district under that section. Sec- 
tion 16-667, as it existed in 1975 and 1976, authorized 
a city of the first class, such as the defendant, to 
‘lay off the city into suitable districts for the pur- 
pose of establishing therein a system of sewerage 
and drainage and water service.’’ Section 16-668 
authorized the city council to order water mains laid 
and assess the cost to abutting property. 

There is no constitutional requirement that prop- 
erty owners be given notice of the creation of an im- 
provement district although creation of the district 
may foreclose any opportunity of the property own- 
ers to protest the making of the improvement. Jones 
v. Village of Farnam, 174 Neb. 704, 119 N. W. 2d 157; 
Elliott v. City of Auburn, 172 Neb. 1, 108 N. W. 2d 
328; Freeman v. City of Neligh, 155 Neb. 651, 53 N. 
W. 2d 67; Chicago, etc. R. R. v. Risty, 276 U. S. 567, 
48 S. Ct. 396, 72 L. Ed. 703; 70 Am. Jur. 2d, Special or 
Local Assessments, § 147, p. 956. The constitutional 
requirement is that there be notice to the property 
owners of a special assessment and an opportunity 
to contest its validity and amount before the assess- 
ment becomes a charge on the property. 

Section 18-401, R. R. S. 1943, first enacted in 1921, 
authorizes cities of all classes to create water main 
districts and cause extensions or enlargements of 
water mains to be made. Section 18-409, R. R. S. 
1948, provides that a city may, by resolution of the 
city council, ‘‘elect and determine to proceed under 
the provisions of sections 18-401 to 18-411, in the mat- 
ter of ordering and making and causing to be made 
extensions or enlargements of water or gas mains, 
** * but are not required to do so.’’ (Emphasis sup- 
plied.) 

Section 19-2402, R. R. S. 1943, authorizes cities of 
the first or second class to extend water service by 
creating water extension districts. 
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We think the proper construction of these statutes 
is that they provide alternative methods for a city of 
the first class to construct and finance improve- 
ments to the water system. The language of section 
18-401, R. R. S. 1943, clearly provides that it is op- 
tional whether a city shall proceed under sections 18- 
401 to 18-411 in making extensions of water mains. 
Prior to 1921 there was no method for a city of the 
first class to extend its water service except under 
section 16-667 and its antecedents; and prior to 1961, 
there was no method other than under section 16-667 
or section 18-401. 

A similar situation exists in regard to the exten- 
sion of sewer service. See State, ex rel. City of 
Columbus, v. Price, 127 Neb. 132, 254 N. W. 889. See, 
also, Chicago, St. P., M. & O. Ry. Co. v. City of Ran- 
dolph, 163 Neb. 687, 81 N. W. 2d 159, relating to 
paving districts in cities of the second class and 
villages. 

In Matzke v. City of Seward, 193 Neb. 211, 226 N. 
W. 2d 340, we held that the city should be enjoined 
from levying special assessments in four water ex- 
tension districts created under section 19-2402, R. R. 
S. 1948. The opinion stated that a water extension 
district, as described in section 19-2402, was an area 
of land or contiguous tracts of land located apart 
and outside any area served and benefited by an ex- 
isting municipal water service system, wherein wa- 
ter extension mains are to be constructed and mu- 
nicipal water service extended. The districts in- 
volved did not meet that test because land in each 
district was either partly served or wholly served by 
the water system of the city at the time the districts 
were created. 

The opinion in the Matzke case further stated: 
“Although not argued by the parties, there is the 
question of the legality of the city’s acts under any 
statutory authority. We find none. The work done 
in all four districts was in the nature of extending 
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and enlarging the existing water system, which 
would lend itself to applying sections 18-401 to 18-411, 
R. R. S. 1943; however, the city did not give the 
notice required in section 18-403, R. R. 8. 1943.”’ 

We believe the statement in the Matzke case that 
an extension or enlargement of an existing water 
system can only be accomplished under the au- 
thority granted in sections 18-401 to 18-411, R. R. S. 
1943, was in error. After the initial construction of a 
water system has been completed, any addition to 
the system is an extension of water service. As 
previously mentioned, the only authority prior to 
1921 for the extension of water service in cities of the 
first class was under section 16-667 and its antece- 
dents. In 1913, when the Legislature amended what 
is now section 16-667 to authorize the creation of dis- 
tricts for the construction of water mains, the title to 
the act stated in part: ‘‘AN ACT * * * providing for 
the extension of water mains * * *.’’ Laws 1913, c. 
161, § 1, p. 500. 

The Matzke case involved a somewhat different 
factual situation than is involved in this case. In the 
Matzke case the improvements included two new 
wells, an elevated storage tank, the replacement of 
some mains, and the addition of new water mains 
with larger capacity. The record in this case shows 
that water district No. 58 involved no replacement or 
enlargement of existing mains, but new construction 
extending water service to an area not previously 
served. 

A part of the new construction in water district 
No. 58 proceeds along the south side of Block 1 of 
Scotts Bluff County College Tract which had an ex- 
isting 8-inch main running along its west boundary. 
The extension along the south boundary of the col- 
lege tract was necessary to connect the existing sys- 
tem with the construction in the new areas which 
had not had service. The plaintiff owns no part of 
the college tract and there is no issue in this case 
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concerning the amount of the assessment or benefit 
to any particular tract. 

To the extent that the opinion in Matzke v. City of 
Seward, supra, may imply that a city of the first 
class had no authority to create a water extension 
district under section 16-667, R. R. S. 1943, and is in 
conflict with our decision in this case, it is overruled. 

Ordinance No. 2118, which created water district 
No. 58, was adopted by the city council of the defend- 
ant on June 16, 1975. A regular meeting of the coun- 
cil had been held on June 9, 1975. The agenda for 
that meeting included the consideration of a request 
to create a water district in Indian Hills subdivision. 
The meeting was adjourned to June 16, 1975, and the 
agenda for that date included an ordinance creating 
a water district in Indian Hills. The plaintiff's 
property is Block 1 in Indian Hills subdivision. We 
think the record is sufficient to show the defendant 
satisfied the agenda requirements of the open meet- 
ing law. 

Ordinance No. 2164, which levied the special as- 
sessment, was adopted on January 26, 1976. The 
meeting of the board of equalization was held on 
January 12, 1976. Notice of the meeting was pub- 
lished on December 19, 1975. The plaintiff appeared 
by counsel and participated in the hearing. The 
council sitting as a board of equalization took the 
matter of the assessments under advisement until 
the next regular meeting of the council on January 
26, 1976, at which meeting ordinance No. 2164 was 
adopted. The ordinance was published on February 
4, 1976. The record shows substantial compliance 
with all requirements of the open meeting law with 
respect to ordinance No. 2164. 

The plaintiff contends that the titles to the ordi- 
nances were defective because ordinance No. 2118 
referred to ‘‘Water District No. 58’’ and ordinance 
No. 2164 referred to ‘‘Water Main Extension District 
No. 58.’’ We think the discrepancy in the title was of 
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no importance. As previously noted, every addition 
to the original system constitutes an extension of 
service. There is nothing in the record to indicate 
anyone was misled or prejudiced by the variance in 
the description of the district and the variance was 
immaterial. 

The judgment of the District Court finding that the 
special assessment levied by the defendant against 
the property of the plaintiff should be vacated and 
set aside is reversed and the cause remanded. 

REVERSED AND REMANDED. 


IRENE PALMA, APPELLANT, V. SHIRLEY ANN BARTA AND 
JOSEPH F‘RANK BaRTA, JR., APPELLEES. 


279 N. W. 2d 130 
Filed May 22, 1979. No. 42058. 


1. Juries: Voir Dire. There was no reversible error where a juror on 
voir dire examination inadvertently failed to answer a question put 
to him as to whether any claim for personal injuries had ever been 
made against him, where the juror voluntarily called attention to 
his omission to the trial judge and informed him that not- 
withstanding the omission he could render a fair and impartial 
judgment in the action. 

2. Juries: Evidence. Where evidence improperly received during a 
trial is afterwards stricken by the judge and expressly withdrawn 
from the consideration of the jury, the error involved in its 
reception ts ordinarily cured. 

38. Appeal and Error. While a collection of individual errors, each of 
which standing alone is insufficient to constitute prejudicial error, 
may under certain circumstances be sufficient to warrant a 
granting of a new trial, the mere collection of errors in itself does 
not necessarily mandate this result, the test being whether under 
the totality of the circumstances prejudice has resulted. 

4. Verdicts: Evidence. A verdict wil! not be set aside as inadequate 
unless it is clearly against the weight and reasonableness of the 
evidence and is so disproportionate to the injury proved as to 
indicate that it was the result of passion, prejudice, mistake, or 
some other means not apparent in the record, or that the jury 
disregarded the evidence or rules of law. 
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Appeal from the District Court for Douglas Coun- 
ty: James A. BUCKLEY, Judge. Affirmed. 


Daniel G. Dolan of Dolan, Dinsmore & Davis, for 
appellant. 


J. Thomas Rowen of Miller & Rowen, for appel- 
lees. 


Heard before KrivosnHa, C. J.. McCown, BrRoDKEy, 
and Hastincs, JJ., and WHITEHEAD, District Judge. 


BRODKEY, J. 

Plaintiff below, Irene Palma, appeals to this court 
the verdict of the jury and judgment rendered there- 
on awarding her the sum of $4,000 as damages for 
injuries she received on October 28, 1976, in an inter- 
section collision between an automobile driven by 
her husband, Victor Palma, and an automobile 
driven by the defendant, Shirley Ann Barta, owned 
and maintained by her husband, Joseph Frank 
Barta, Jr. We affirm. 

At the conclusion of the evidence, the trial court 
sustained a motion by plaintiff’s counsel for a di- 
rected verdict on the issue of defendants’ negli- 
gence; and submitted to the jury only the issue of 
the amount of damages. The court instructed the 
jury that the burden was upon the plaintiff to prove 
by a preponderance of the evidence: ‘‘1. That the 
plaintiff sustained personal injuries and other dam- 
ages resulting from said personal injuries. 2. That 
the accident was the proximate cause, or a proxi- 
mately contributing cause of such injuries and dam- 
ages. 3. The nature, extent and amount of the 
damages thus sustained by the plaintiff.’’ As previ- 
ously stated, the jury returned a verdict for the 
plaintiff in the sum of $4,000. 

In her brief on appeal, plaintiff alleges as grounds 
for a new trial: (1) That the court erred in failing 
to grant plaintiff's motion for mistrial based upon 
the fact that during the selection of the jury one of 
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the jurors, Stanley Blakito, failed to admit on voir 
dire that a claim had been made against him in a 
personal injury action; (2) that the court erred in 
overruling an objection by plaintiff’s counsel, and in 
denying plaintiff's motion for mistrial made subse- 
quent thereto, on the basis of evidence elicited by de- 
fendants’ counsel concerning plaintiff’s gross-net in- 
come differences; (3) that the court erred in over- 
ruling an objection by plaintiff’s counsel, and in 
denying the motion for mistrial made subsequent 
thereto, on the basis of introduction into evidence of 
plaintiff’s income tax records, which reflected her 
gross earnings including sick pay benefits, in viola- 
tion of the ‘‘collateral source’ rule; (4) that the 
court erred in failing to convey to the jury supple- 
mental instruction No. 1 in which the court informed 
the jury that it had stricken from the record and 
withdrawn from evidence the aforementioned in- 
come records, and directed the jury that they need 
not concern themselves with those exhibits nor with 
the reasons for their withdrawal from evidence; (5) 
that the court erred in failing to grant plaintiff’s 
motion for mistrial at the conclusion of final argu- 
ment because of improper and prejudicial remarks 
made by defendants’ counsel; and (6) that the court 
failed to grant a new trial on its own motion because 
of the numerous errors in the record. It should be 
noted that the plaintiff has not specifically assigned 
as error that the amount of damages awarded her 
by the jury was inadequate; although she argues 
that issue at great length in her brief, pointing out 
that the award of the jury was less than one-half of 
the amount of the special damages she allegedly 
proved at the trial. 

We discuss first plaintiff’s contention that the 
court should have excused the juror, Stanley Blakito, 
who subsequently became foreman of the jury, be- 
cause of his failure to correctly answer the inquiry 
put to him during voir dire with reference to any 
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claims which may have been made agaist him in a 
personal injury action. It appears that the accident 
which the juror neglected to discuss had occurred 
some 20 years prior to the accident involved in the 
instant case, and that the juror had voluntarily ad- 
vised the court of that fact before the commence- 
ment of the trial, when he recollected the incident. 
The court voluntarily informed counsel for both par- 
ties of that fact, stating: ‘‘Let the record show that 
prior to the beginning of the trial this morning I 
have advised counsel here in chambers that a juror, 
Stanley Blakito, approached me outside of the court- 
room and advised me that as he was driving home 
last night he remembered an accident that he had in 
the 1950’s that he had not brought up in response to 
voir dire examination yesterday; that he was driv- 
ing an automobile for his employer, and that after 
the accident he learned that a lady in the other car 
was making a claim for personal injuries against 
both himself and his employer. He does not know 
whether the claim ripened into a law suit or not. He 
says that that is the last he has heard of it. He told 
me, in response to my asking him, that he could set 
the matter aside and pay no attention to it, as far as 
his ability to decide the issues of this case.’’ At that 
time, the trial court offered to allow counsel for both 
sides to examine the juror further as to the matter in 
question, but that offer was refused by both counsel. | 
In response to a question of the defendant as to 
whether the juror was actually a defendant in the 
previous court action, the court stated that Blakito 
told him he was involved in an accident and learned 
through his employer that a lady had made a claim 
for injuries, but he didn’t know whether or not it had 
ripened into a lawsuit and that was the last he heard 
about it. Plaintiff argues, however, that to remove 
the juror in question would have required her to use 
one of her peremptory challenges. She did not do 
so. Under the facts revealed in the record, and par- 
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ticularly in view of the statement of the juror that he 
could render a fair and impartial judgment in the 
matter, and also because of the fact that the incident 
in question occurred at a point in time remote from 
the accident in the instant case, we conclude that no 
prejudice resulted to the plaintiff which would war- 
rant the sustaining of a motion for mistrial. 
Plaintiff’s second and third assignments of error 
will be discussed together, as they both involve the 
admission of evidence during the trial, over objec- 
tion of plaintiff’s counsel, where the trial judge sub- 
sequently changed his mind, ordered the evidence 
striken from the record, and instructed the jury to 
disregard it. Plaintiff testified on direct ex- 
amination with reference to loss of wages or income 
from Western Electric, her employer, which she 
claims resulted from the injuries she sustained in 
the accident. She testified that prior to the accident 
in question she was receiving $4.80 per hour plus ‘‘in- 
centive payments” in a fluctuating amount. On 
cross-examination, counsel for the defendants in- 
quired with reference to her general take-home pay 
during that period. Plaintiff’s counsel interposed an 
objection based upon immateriality, irrelevancy, 
and incompetency, which objection was overruled; 
and the plaintiff was allowed to testify as to the 
amount of her gross and net pay. The court subse- 
quently recognized its error and vacated its previous 
ruling regarding the admission of the testimony, and 
admonished the jury as follows: ‘‘Let me state for 
the record, ladies and gentlemen of the jury, that 
with regard to previous evidence concerning the 
plaintiff's wages and evidence that was admitted 
concerning the amount of her net earnings, or take 
home pay, so to speak, I previously overruled an ob- 
jection made by the plaintiff to that evidence. I 
have reconsidered that ruling, and I am vacating 
that ruling, and I am sustaining the objection made; 
and therefore, must now strike from the record all 
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such evidence that was offered and received on that 
point. So that evidence is stricken from the record 
and, as I will later instruct you in writing, you must 
disregard that evidence that has been stricken.”’ 
Furthermore, in its instructions to the jury, the 
court stated: ‘‘In determining any questions of fact 
presented in this case, you should be governed solely 
by the evidence introduced before you. You should 
not indulge in speculation, conjectures, or inferences 
not supported by the evidence. You should not con- 
sider any evidence which has been stricken from the 
record; you should not be influenced by statements 
of counsel not supported by evidence.’”’ (Emphasis 
supplied.) In Danner v. Walters, 154 Neb. 506, 48 N. 
W. 2d 635 (1951), we stated: ‘‘Where evidence im- 
properly received is afterwards stricken out and ex- 
pressly withdrawn from the consideration of the 
jury, the error involved in its reception is ordinarily 
cured.’’ We conclude that plaintiff’s claim of re- 
versible error by the action of the court in the above 
matter is without merit. 

Plaintiff’s third assignment of error involves the 
admission by the court into evidence of exhibits 21, 
22, and 23, which were the Federal and State of Ne- 
braska income tax returns of the plaintiff covering 
the years 1977, 1976, and 1975, respectively. Plaintiff 
contends that since those returns include, in the total 
of the income received by her during the years in 
question, sick pay benefits paid to her by her em- 
ployer, the introduction of those records violated the 
‘collateral source rule’’ and resulted in prejudicial 
error to her. Plaintiff’s counsel objected to the in- 
troduction of those exhibits on the general ground 
that they were immaterial, but subsequently changed 
the basis of the objection to include the collateral 
source rule. There is no clear evidence in the 
record that the exhibits were ever seen or inspected 
by the jury. The question of the admissibility of the 
income tax statements was argued at length by both 
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counsel, following which the trial court vacated its 
previous ruling and sustained the motion of the 
plaintiff to withdraw the exhibits from evidence, 
stating: ‘‘I agree with you, I sustained your motion, 
I’m going to have to give them a supplemental in- 
struction. Mr. Rowen: You are going to give them 
another instruction in that regard? The Court: Just 
that I am withdrawing these three exhibits, just so 
they won’t be wondering where they are at. Mr. 
Dolan: Are you going to instruct them to disregard 
those exhibits? The Court: I will dictate it right 
now. Supplemental Instruction No. 1: The Court 
has withdrawn from evidence Exhibits 21, 22 and 23; 
therefore, you need not concern yourselves with 
those exhibits, nor should you concern yourselves 
with the reasons for their withdrawal from evidence. 

“Would you gentlemen be interested in waiving 
the reading of that supplemental instruction in open 
court? Mr. Dolan: Yes. Mr. Rowen: Yes, I am 
agreeable to that.’’ The court’s trial docket entry 
for Wednesday, February 8, 1978, also contains the 
following notation: ‘‘Before Exhibits #21, 22, and 23 
are given to jury, supplemental Instruction No. 1 is 
submitted to jury; parties having waived reading of 
instruction to jury in open court.’’ Also in the 
court’s written order following argument of plain- 
tiff’s motion for a new trial, he states as follows: 
“In addition, however, the income tax returns re- 
ferred to were never shown to the jury, the court 
having decided that the returns should not be ad- 
mitted into evidence, and thereupon by supple- 
mental instruction No. 1 given to the jury, withdrew 
those exhibits from their consideration. Again, the 
jury was instructed in written instruction No. 1 not 
to be influenced by statements of counsel not sup- 
ported by evidence.’’ The court, in its order, also 
found: ‘‘The withdrawal of the exhibits and the sup- 
plemental instruction to the jury adequately cor- 
rected any error in their admission.”’ 
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In her fourth assignment of error, however, plain- 
tiff contends that the court erred in failing to convey 
to the jury supplemental instruction No. 1, above re- 
ferred to, which informed the jury that the court was 
withdrawing the income tax records from evidence 
and instructing the jury to disregard them. Plaintiff 
argues in her brief that it is very questionable 
whether the jury did receive supplemental instruc- 
tion No. 1, and also that the jury probably did review 
the income tax returns. A subsequent hearing was 
held by the court to determine from the testimony of 
those involved whether supplemental instruction No. 
1 was, in fact, ever actually delivered to the jury. A 
review of the testimony given at that hearing con- 
vinces us that the instruction in question was un- 
doubtedly given them. The court administrator for 
the Fourth Judicial District testified that on the day 
in question he recalled a meeting in chambers be- 
tween the judge and counsel with regard to exhibits 
21, 22, and 23, the tax records, and that at that time 
the judge prepared a supplemental instruction, 
which was given to him by the court reporter. He 
took the instruction to the clerk’s office, filed it, re- 
turned it for checking, and then gave it to the 
temporary bailiff, Kathy Severson; and that he 
watched the bailiff take it into the jury room pur- 
suant to his instructions. He did not, however, see 
her physically hand it to the jury, but saw her go to 
the jury room and come back without it. The 
temporary bailiff, Kathy Severson, also testified 
that she received the supplemental instruction with 
directions to transmit it to the jury. She was asked: 
“Do you remember who you handed it to?’’ and she 
replied: ‘I went in and I just laid it on the table in 
there. I didn’t hand it to anybody specifically, you 
know. I knocked on the door and I went in and I set 
it on the table, you know. I didn’t hand it to any- 
one.”” She was then asked if she said anything when 
she did that, and replied: ‘‘I believe I said that this 
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instruction would explain the exhibits they did not 
have, or something that they were questioning. I 
don’t recall my exact words. Something to that ef- 
fect.’’ Stanley Blakito, the foreman of the jury, was 
also called as a witness and testified as follows with 
reference to what transpired at that time: ‘“Q. I 
want to ask you this: Do you recall, though, calling 
out and asking for the income tax returns, sending a 
note out? A. Calling out? Q. Sending a note out 
by way of the bailiff saying, ‘Where are the income 
tax returns?’ Do you recall that happening? A. 
Yes. I think, ya, come to think of that, I think we 
asked for the latest ones. There was some old ones 
from way back, and we asked for the new ones, the 
latest ones, and there wasn’t. Q. Do you recall 
then after sending that note out that the bailiff then 
brought you back an instruction instructing you to 
disregard that? A. That’s right. And then we re- 
ferred * * * back to, the other stuff. We came out 
once into the courtroom and we were having instruc- 
tions, and we went back in there, and as we sat in 
there we were going through the whole case, and 
then we came up, one thing, so we wrote a note and 
had it come out to see if we could get some clarifica- 
tion on that matter. Then we didn’t get nothing 
back. We got a note back just to review the evi- 
dence that we had on our table. Q. What I’m talk- 
ing about, initially, after you retired, right after the 
instructions were read to you, do you remember 
sending the note out asking for the tax returns, right 
after you retired? A. Well, to answer your ques- 
tion, I believe the note that went out was asking, like 
I stated, was for the latest years, which would have 
been probably ’77 or ’76. Q. Then do you remem- 
ber after you sent that note out that the bailiff 
brought you back an instruction or a piece of paper 
or note or something telling you to disregard the tax 
returns? A. Yes. We were told just to go back 
and refer to our list of stuff that we had from the 
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Judge on our sheets. Q. You do recall that occur- 
ring? A. Yes.’’ It seems clear from Mr. Blakito’s 
testimony that during the deliberations of the jury, 
supplemental instruction No. 1, directing the jury to 
disregard the tax returns, was delivered to them. 
Plaintiff's fourth assignment of error is without 
merit. 

Plaintiff’s fifth assignment of error is that the 
court should have granted plaintiff’s motion for mis- 
trial at the conclusion of the final arguments be- 
cause of improper and prejudicial remarks made by 
defendants’ counsel. Plaintiff argues that defend- 
ants’ counsel stated to the jury that the reason we 
are here is because we couldn’t get the case ‘‘set- 
tled.’’ Recollection of the incident by defendants’ 
counsel was that his comments were ‘‘[Wle had a 
dispute which we cannot resolve,’’ and he did not re- 
call using the word ‘“‘settle.’’ The trial court stated 
his recollection of the incident as follows: ‘On the 
motion for mistrial, my recollection is that Mr. 
Rowen did state to the jury, ‘We try to settle these 
cases,’ or might have said, ‘We tried to settle this 
case.’ He did use the [word] ‘settle’ in my recollec- 
tion. Objection was made promptly by plaintiff, and 
I stated to the jury, to the best of my recollection, 
that efforts to resolve issues — I deliberately 
avoided the use of the word ‘settle,’ I always do, asa 
matter of fact, telling the jury the case is ‘settled.’ 
‘Attempts to resolve issues are irrelevant to this 
trial and the objection is sustained,’ I believe those 
are almost identically my words. 

‘‘The objection was timely made, the jury was told 
the objection was sustained, and I don’t believe I 
told them to disregard the comment, but I don’t be- 
lieve with that objection made and the sustaining of 
the objection that there was any prejudicial error at 
that point. The motion is overruled.’’ In view of 
the court’s action in sustaining the objection at that 
time, we do not believe prejudicial error resulted. 
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Finally, plaintiff argues that although the indi- 
vidual errors allegedly committed by the trial court 
may not, standing alone, be sufficient to warrant a 
new trial, yet a collection of individual errors can 
accumulate to result in prejudice to the complaining 
party such that a new trial is proper. She cites in 
support of this proposition Faught v. Washam, 329 S. 
W. 2d 588 (Mo., 1959). While it is possible that some 
jurisdictions have adopted the rule advanced by 
plaintiff, we do not find that the State of Nebraska 
has ever done so, nor has our attention been directed 
to any Nebraska cases so holding. While it is pos- 
sible that the proposed rule may, under certain cir- 
cumstances, have a salutary effect, yet we do not 
see that the facts of the present case present such a 
situation. Although the plaintiff has alleged numer- 
ous assignments of error, we do not believe that the 
number of assignments alleged is controlling. We 
have not found merit in any of the assignments of 
error alleged to the extent, even considered col- 
lectively, they would warrant a new trial. We be- 
lieve the record in this case amply sustains the con- 
clusion that no prejudicial error resulted to the 
plaintiff. 

Although not specifically assigned as error, we 
discuss one further matter, as it appears that in 
reality the substance of all of plaintiff’s contentions 
and claims of error is in fact based upon her conten- 
tion that the verdict of the jury in this case was in- 
adequate. She points out that the damages awarded 
her in the amount of $4,000 is less than one-half of 
the amount of her claimed special damages; and 
therefore argues that she is entitled to a new trial 
because of that fact. She contends that her evidence 
established lost wages in the amount of $7,606 and 
medical expense of $1,506 or total special items of 
damage amounting to over $9,000. The record does 
not contain an itemized explanation by plaintiff as to 
how she computed her lost wages in the amount of 


470 NEBRASKA REPORTS [VOL. 203 
Palma v. Barta 


$7,600, but her counsel did admit he argued to the 
jury that plaintiff sustained lost wages in that 
amount as the result of the accident. In this connec- 
tion, plaintiff contends defendants’ counsel, in his 
final argument to the jury, made reference to the in- 
come tax records of the plaintiff and instructed the 
jury to ‘‘* * * look in there to see if you can find a 
loss of $7,600.’ However, since the tax records re- 
ferred to were withdrawn from evidence by the 
court and the jury was instructed to disregard them, 
we conclude the error, if any, was not prejudicial. 
Notwithstanding the above, we believe it is clear 
there is ample evidence in the record to justify the 
verdict of the jury in the amount of $4,000. The rec- 
ord is replete with evidence, including hospital rec- 
ords and medical records of plaintiff's employer, 
showing that plaintiff had experienced the same or 
similar medical problems for several years prior to 
the accident in question, and had an extensive his- 
tory of prior medical problems, including chronic 
backaches, and pain in the upper neck and right 
arm. We, of course, do not know what motivated 
the jury to bring back a verdict in the amount they 
did, as their discussions and reasons inhere in the 
verdict itself and may not be inquired into. We 
note, however, the court did instruct the jury that 
one of the elements they must find, before the jury 
could assess damages in favor of the plaintiff, was 
that the defendant’s negligence was the proximate 
cause of the damages to plaintiff. It is altogether 
possible, in view of the plaintiff’s past history of 
medical problems, the jury concluded that not all of 
her personal injuries and medical expenses were the 
proximate result of the accident in question, and 
may have reduced the size of their verdict as the re- 
sult thereof. Evidence of doctors in the record indi- 
cates the injury suffered by plaintiff, described as a 
cervical sprain, was a soft tissue injury, not unlike a 
sprained ankle; and there was no permanent dis- 
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ability involved. X-ray and myelogram films 
showed no evidence of any abnormality. The jury 
could have concluded that even if plaintiff did incur 
the medical expense and was absent from work for 
the length of time claimed, the loss was not reason- 
ably necessary as the result of the injury sustained. 
The rule is well-established that triers of fact are not 
required to accept as absolute verity every state- 
ment of witnesses not contradicted by direct evi- 
dence, and the persuasiveness of evidence may be 
destroyed even though not contradicted by direct 
evidence. Magdaleno v. Nebraska Panhandle Com- 
munity Action Agency, 195 Neb. 783, 241 N. W. 2d 114 
(1976); K & R, Inc. v. Crete Storage Corp., 194 Neb. 
138, 231 N. W. 2d 110 (1975). The rule is likewise 
well-established that a verdict will not be set aside 
as inadequate unless it is clearly against the weight 
and reasonableness of the evidence and is so dispro- 
portionate to the injury proved as to indicate that it 
was the result of passion, prejudice, mistake, or 
some other means not apparent in the record, or 
that the jury disregarded the evidence or rules of 
law. Cover v. Platte Valley Public Power and Irr. 
Dist., 173 Neb. 751, 115 N. W. 2d 133 (1962); Schweitz 
v. Robatham, 194 Neb. 668, 234 N. W. 2d 834 (1975). 
This court cannot say that the verdict was clearly 
against the weight of the evidence presented to it, 
nor that it indicated that the verdict resulted from 
passion, prejudice, or mistake. 

Finding no reversible error in the record, the ver- 
dict of the jury and the judgment of the trial court 
must be affirmed. 

AFFIRMED. 
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Mary A. BATEMAN, APPELLEE AND CROSS-APPELLANT, 
v. HAROLD W. LIGGETT ET AL., APPELLANTS AND 
CROSS-APPELLEES. 

279 N. W. 2d 137 


Filed May 22, 1979. No. 42081. 


Assignments: Interest: Usury: Licenses and Permits. Where, in 
the process of liquidating and terminating the business of an in- 
stallment loan licensee, a legal and valid installment loan obliga- 
tion is assigned to a creditor of the licensee in satisfaction of an in- 
debtedness of the licensee, the assignee acquires all the right, title, 
and interest of the licensee and may sue for, collect, and receive 
any lawful rate of interest provided for in the installment loan 
agreement although the assignee does not have a license to engage 
in the installment loan business. 

Appeal from the District Court for Keith County: 

KeEITH WINDRUM, Judge. Affirmed as modified. 


Padley & Dudden, P.C., and Thomas J. Holmes, 
for appellants. 


Firmin Q. Feltz, for appellee. 


Heard before Krivosua, C. J.. McCown, CLINTON, 
and BropkeEy, JJ., and Irons, District Judge. 


McCown, J. 

This is an action to foreclose a real estate mort- 
gage. The original lender and mortgagee was a 
licensee under the installment loan statutes. The 
plaintiff, Mary A. Bateman, is the assignee of the 
note and mortgage, and the defendants are the 
makers and mortgage debtors. Both parties filed 
motions for summary judgment. Plaintiff’s motion 
for summary judgment was granted, and judgment 
entered against the defendants for $3,755.08, and 
foreclosure ordered. Defendants have appealed and 
the plaintiff has cross-appealed. 

On June 11, 1973, the defendants, Harold W. and 
Betty Liggett, executed a note and mortgage in the 
principal sum of $2,500 to Commercial Service Com- 
pany, a partnership composed of A. L. Riedesel and 
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A. R. Johnson. The partnership was a licensee un- 
der the installment loan laws of Nebraska at all 
times relevant here. The note and mortgage pro- 
vided for interest pursuant to statute of 214 percent a 
month on the unpaid principal balance not in excess 
of $300; 2 percent a month on that part of the princi- 
pal balance in excess of $300 and not in excess of 
$500; 144 percent a month on that part of the princi- 
pal balance in excess of $500 and not in excess of 
$1,000; and 1 percent per month on any remainder. 
The note was due and payable in full June 11, 1974. 
At some date a credit of $196.13 was shown on the 
books of Commercial Service Company as a credit 
on the note, and except for such credit no payments 
on the note and mortgage were made. 

A. R. Johnson, one of the two partners of Commer- 
cial Service Company, died March 22, 1976. In Au- 
gust 1976, Commercial Service Company, by A. L. 
Riedesel, the surviving partner, assigned and trans- 
ferred the note and mortgage to the plaintiff. In 
winding up the affairs of the partnership A. L. 
Riedesel also made an assignment of other assets 
for the benefit of creditors in favor of the Keith 
County Bank & Trust Company, as trustee. 

All the transactions here, including the interest 
rate provided for, were in compliance with the re- 
quirements of the installment loan statutes if done 
by a licensee. The plaintiff does not have an install- 
ment loan license, and is not engaged in the install- 
ment loan business. This foreclosure action was 
filed by the plaintiff on November 10, 1977. 

Both parties filed motions for summary judgment. 
On March 238, 1978, after hearing, the District Court 
found that the credit of $196.13 should be allowed as 
of the date of execution of the note, making a princi- 
pal balance of $2,303.87. The court allowed interest 
on that amount at the prescribed installment loan 
rates from June 11, 1973, to the date of the assign- 
ment of the note to plaintiff on August 26, 1976, in the 
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sum of $1,233.48, and interest thereafter to the date 
of judgment, March 23, 1978, at 6 percent per annum 
in the sum of $217.73, entered judgment for the plain- 
tiff for $3,755.08, and ordered foreclosure of the 
mortgage. Defendants have appealed and the plain- 
tiff has cross-appealed. 

The sole issue on appeal is the amount of interest, 
if any, that plaintiff is entitled to recover. The de- 
fendants contend that the plaintiff cannot collect any 
interest on the note and mortgage because plaintiff 
does not have an installment loan license. Plaintiff, 
on cross-appeal, contends that she should be entitled 
to collect interest at the rates provided in the note 
and mortgage. 

Under the general usury statute, section 45-105, R. 
R. 8. 1943, if a greater rate of interest than the maxi- 
mum legal rate (now 11 percent) is contracted for, 
received, or reserved by a person not an installment 
loan licensee, the plaintiff can recover only the prin- 
cipal without interest. Licensees under the install- 
ment loan statutes are not bound by the regular 
maximum legal interest rate but if any amount in 
excess of permitted installment loan charges is 
charged, contracted for, or received, except as.a 
result of an accidental or bona fide error, the con- 
tract or loan is not void but the licensee has no right 
to collect or receive any interest or other charges 
whatever. See § 45-137 (5), R. R. S. 1943. In this 
case the principal is recoverable in any event, no 
matter which interest statute is held to be applica- 
ble. 

Defendants rely on the cases of B. A. C. Corp. v. 
Darr, 176 Tenn. 67, 188 S. W. 2d 420, and South 
Shreveport Finance & Loan Co. v. Stephenson, 184 
La. 916, 168 So. 100, to support their position. Those 
cases are clearly distinguishable. In the B. A. C. 
case the assignee of the obligations was engaged in 
the business of purchasing and collecting notes and 
mortgages and took over the assets of the finance 
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company which had made the original loan. The as- 
signee had no license. 

In the Shreveport case the finance company was 
licensed when it originally made the loan and was 
engaged in the business of making small loans, but 
failed to maintain its license in effect. There was 
not even an assignee involved in that case, and there 
was a provision that noncompliance with the Small 
Loan Act would make a specified interest rate appli- 
cable. In both cases the persons seeking to collect 
the loans and interest were persons engaged in the 
business of making loans, and in both cases they had 
no license to engage in that business. 

The Louisiana court reached the opposite result in 
the case of Morris Plan Bank v. Schmidt, 164 So. 270 
(La. App.). In that case Morris Plan Bank, in liqui- 
dation, was the assignee of a promissory note made 
payable to Community Credit Corporation, a small 
loan licensee. The defendants contended that since 
the plaintiff was not licensed under the Small Loan 
Act it had no right to sue and collect interest of more 
than 8 percent. The court affirmed a judgment for 
the assignee bank and said: ‘‘[Wle cannot see why 
in the present instance the defendants should escape 
payment of what they have promised on the techni- 
cality that the transferee and present holder of the 
note given by him happens not to be licensed under 
the Small Loan Act.’’ 

The present case is one of first impression in this 
state. The installment loan act contains no prohibi- 
tion against the assignment of loans to a nonlicens- 
ee. Our statutes permit any person to engage ‘‘in 
the business’’ of making loans of money and charg- 
ing, contracting for, and receiving the maximum in- 
stallment loan interest after procuring a license. 
The statutes prohibit persons from engaging in or 
continuing in the ‘‘kinds of business or enterprise 
permitted to licensees without having a license.” 
See, §§ 45-116 and 45-128, R. R. S. 1943. 
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In the case now before us the note and mortgage 
were made in compliance with the installment loan 
statutes, and the note and mortgage were executed 
by the defendants voluntarily. The obligations were 
legally enforceable at the time of execution and are 
legally enforceable now in the hands of any install- 
ment loan licensee. The only obstacle which stands 
in the way of enforcing the note and mortgage in ac- 
cordance with their terms is the fact that the person 
now attempting to collect on the obligations does not 
have an installment loan license. 

The licensee partnership which made the original 
loan terminated with the death of an individual part- 
ner, and the affairs of the partnership were being 
wound up. The surviving partner assigned and 
transferred all right, title, and interest of the licens- 
ee in the note and mortgage here to the plaintiff, and 
also made an assignment of other assets for the 
benefit of other creditors. Although the assignment 
of the note and mortgage to the plaintiff creditor 
was not made as a part of the general assignment 
for the benefit of creditors, we find no justifiable 
reason to treat plaintiff any differently than an 
assignee for the benefit of creditors or a trustee in 
bankruptcy. The note and mortgage here are being 
collected by the plaintiff as an individual creditor in 
connection with the liquidation of an installment 
loan licensee. It would be exalting form over sub- 
stance to hold that if plaintiff assigned the note and 
mortgage to an installment loan licensee for collec- 
tion it could be collected in accordance with its 
terms, but that if she attempted to collect it directly 
without reassignment she must forfeit all interest. 

Where, in the process of liquidating and terminat- 
ing the business of an installment loan licensee, a 
legal and valid installment loan obligation is as- 
signed to a creditor of the licensee in satisfaction of 
an indebtedness of the licensee, the assignee ac- 
quires all the right, title, and interest of the licensee 
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and may sue for, collect, and receive any lawful rate 
of interest provided for in the installment loan 
agreement although the assignee does not have a li- 
cense to engage in the installment loan business. 
The District Court was correct in determining the 
principal sum due and in accruing interest on that 
sum at the rate specified in the note and mortgage 
from June 11, 1973, to the date of the assignment of 
the note and mortgage to the plaintiff, and in or- 
dering foreclosure. The decree should be modified 
by vacating that portion of the decree fixing interest 
at 6 percent from August 26, 1976, to March 23, 1978, 
and instead substituting the interest rate provided 
for in the note and mortgage to the date of decree. 
AFFIRMED AS MODIFIED. 


AVELINO HERRERA, JR., APPELLEE, V. AMERICAN 
STANDARD INSURANCE COMPANY, APPELLANT. 
279 N. W. 2d 140 


Filed May 22, 1979. No. 42085. 


1. Insurance: Declaratory Judgments: Verdicts. Under the facts 
of this case the insurance company issuing an automobile policy 
containing ‘‘uninsured motorist’’ coverage is held not entitled to 
relitigate, in a subsequent declaratory judgment action filed 
against it by its insured, whether the general verdict for damages 
returned by the jury, in a prior action brought by the insured 
against an uninsured motorist, contained any amounts for property 
damage, where counsel did not request a special verdict itemizing 
the type of damages included therein. 

2. Juries: Verdicts: Damages. Where a general verdict is returned 
by a jury not delineating the type and amount of damages included 
within the verdict, the court has no means of ascertaining what 
elements were considered by the jury, nor the basis on which the 
jury determined the amount of damages awarded. Where that in- 
formation could have been obtained by requesting a special ver- 
dict, the information in question may not later be obtained by ex- 
tended or subsequent litigation. 

3. Declaratory Judgments: Insurance: Words and Phrases. The 
use of a declaratory judgment remedy is proper in this state to de- 


* 
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termine the rights and obligations of the insured and the insur- 
ance company under an uninsured motorist clause following the 
rendition of a final judgment against the uninsured motorist. 

4. Insurance: Attorney’s Fees: Statutes. Reasonable attorney’s 
fees may properly be awarded in actions upon insurance policies 
under section 44-359, R. R. S. 19438. The amount to be allowed rests 
in the sound discretion of the court, considering the elements of the 
amount involved, the responsibility assumed, the questions of law 
raised, the time and labor necessarily required in the performance 
of duties, the professional diligence and skill required, and the 
result of the services performed. 


Appeal from the District Court for Douglas Coun- 
ty: Patrick W. Lyncu, Judge. Affirmed. 


Timothy J. Pugh of Boland, Mullin & Walsh, for 
appellant. 


Frank Meares, for appellee. 


Heard before Krivosna, C. J., McCown, CLINTON, 
and Bropkey, JJ., and Irons, District Judge. 


BRODKEY, J. 

Plaintiff-appellee, Avelino Herrera, Jr., was the 
named insured under an automobile policy contain- 
ing motorcycle coverage issued him by the defend- 
ant-appellant, American Standard Insurance Com- 
pany. The insurance policy provided the plaintiff 
with uninsured motorist protection. On June 25, 
1975, the plaintiff, while riding his motorcycle, was 
struck by an automobile owned and operated by one 
Ronald Jefferson. Jefferson was an _ uninsured 
motorist. Plaintiff brought a suit against Jefferson 
for his personal injuries and property damage. A 
jury returned a $5,000 verdict for the plaintiff 
against Jefferson. The plaintiff then issued garnish- 
ment proceedings against American Standard Insur- 
ance Company to recover a $5,000 judgment entered 
against Jefferson. After a hearing, the District 
Court found that American Standard was not subject 
to any liability to plaintiff ‘‘at this time.”’ 

Plaintiff then brought suit against American 
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Standard for a declaratory judgment as to liability 
under the insurance policy issued him by American 
Standard. Counsel for defendant filed an answer for 
American Standard, admitting the validity of the 
policy, and the judgment against Jefferson, but 
averring that the judgment included property dam- . 
age which was not recoverable under the uninsured 
motorist coverage of Herrera’s policy. American 
Standard also averred in its answer that it had 
tendered $4,039 to Herrera, which he rejected. It 
also deposited $4,105 with the clerk of the District 
Court, which it claimed represented the amount due 
and owing under its insurance policy, with interest 
and costs. Plaintiff Herrera then filed a motion for 
summary judgment, with an affidavit and the insur- 
ance policy attached to the motion. 

A hearing on plaintiff’s motion for summary judg- 
ment was held and briefs were submitted. Plaintiff 
also applied for an award of attorney’s fees, and evi- 
dence on this issue was heard by the District Court. 
The District Court then entered a memorandum and 
order finding that there was no real issue of fact, 
and that there was no factual basis by which the 
court could reduce the jury’s verdict entered in the 
plaintiff’s suit against Ronald Jefferson. The Dis- 
trict Court entered a judgment for the plaintiff Her- 
rera against the defendant American Standard for 
the full $5,000, plus interest and costs. The District 
Court also allowed plaintiff’s counsel a $2,000 fee for 
his services in the declaratory judgment action. 
Defendant American Standard then perfected this 
appeal. 

Plaintiff filed his original suit against Ronald Jef- 
ferson on January 8, 1976. At that time the law firm 
presently representing defendant insurance com- 
pany entered an appearance for Ronald Jefferson 
and filed an answer on his behalf. Jefferson’s pri- 
vately retained attorney also appeared for him. On 
August 20, 1976, defendant insurance company’s 
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present counsel withdrew as Ronald Jefferson’s 
counsel, and entered an appearance for American 
Standard, filing a petition in intervention in the ac- 
tion. Discovery was had, but on September 20, 1977, 
just before the jury was to be selected, counsel for 
American Standard dismissed its petition in inter- 
vention, and then reentered its appearance as coun- 
sel for Jefferson. Trial was held, after which the 
jury returned a verdict for plaintiff and against 
Ronald Jefferson in the amount of $5,000. No 
special verdict instruction was requested nor given 
to the jury. The District Court entered judgment on 
the jury’s verdict. 

The defendant has alleged two principal assign- 
ments of error. First, that relief should not have 
been granted under a declaratory judgment action, 
claiming that a suit could have been brought on the 
insurance contract, and hence an equally service- 
able remedy was available; and second, summary 
judgment should not have been granted because 
there was a question of material fact as to whether 
the judgment entered against Ronald Jefferson in- 
cluded property damage which American Standard 
should be entitled to deduct, and the amount thereof. 

Defendant American Standard first argues that 
the uninsured motorist coverage provision in the 
policy issued to Herrera does not include coverage 
for property damage. Section 60-509.01, R. R. S. 
1943, provides that every motor vehicle insurance 
policy issued or delivered in Nebraska must include 
coverage for bodily injury or death for the protec- 
tion of the insureds ‘‘who are legally entitled to re- 
cover damages from owners or operators of unin- 
sured motor vehicles and hit-and-run motor vehicles 
because of bodily injury, sickness or disease, includ- 
ing death, resulting therefrom; Provided, that the 
named insured shall have the right to reject such 
coverage * * *.””. (Emphasis supplied.) The forego- 
ing statute, providing for uninsured motorist cover- 
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age, only states that bodily injury or death coverage 
be provided. It does not specifically require that 
property damage be provided under uninsured mo- 
torist coverage. However, the statute merely sets 
forth minimum requirements, and the issued policy 
may provide for greater coverage. 

The uninsured motorist clause in the policy Ameri- 
can Standard issued Herrera provides in pertinent 
part as follows: ‘‘SDAMAGES FOR BODILY IN- 
JURY CAUSED BY UNINSURED AUTOMOBILES 
The company shall pay all sums which the insured 
or his legal representative shall be legally entitled 
to recover as damages from the owner or operator 
of an uninsured automobile because of bodily injury, 
sickness or disease, including death resulting there- 
from, hereinafter called ‘bodily injury,’ sustained by 
the insured, caused by accident and arising out of 
the ownership, maintenance, or use of such unin- 
sured automobile * * *.’’ Nowhere does the policy 
specifically provide for property damage coverage. 

Plaintiff argues, however, that even though sec- 
tion 60-509.01, R. R. 8. 1943, the Nebraska uninsured 
motorist statute, does not specifically mention insur- 
ance against ‘‘property damage,”’ this court has held 
that a person with uninsured motorist coverage has 
the same protection he would have had if he were in- 
jured in an accident covered by a standard liability 
policy. State Farm Mut. Auto. Ins. Co. v. Selders, 
187 Neb. 342, 190 N. W. 2d 789 (1971); Stephens v. Al- 
lied Mut. Ins. Co., 182 Neb. 562, 156 N. W. 2d 133 
(1968). We have also held that the statute in ques- 
tion was enacted for the benefit of the innocent vic- 
tim of a financially irresponsible motorist, and is to 
be liberally construed to fully accomplish that pur- 
pose. Protective Fire & Cas. Co. v. Woten, 186 Neb. 
212, 181 N. W. 2d 835 (1970). Plaintiff also points out 
that we have held an insurer may not limit its lia- 
bility under uninsured motorist coverage by setoffs 
or limitations. Stephens v. Allied Mut. Ins. Co., 
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supra. In short, plaintiff contends that uninsured 
motorist coverage in this state covers property dam- 
age, whether specifically mentioned or not. 

We do not deem it necessary to decide that issue 
at this time, for the reason that even assuming, 
without deciding, that property damage is covered 
under the Nebraska statute and defendant’s policy 
issued to plaintiff, it would not change the result in 
this case in view of our conclusion, hereinafter dis- 
cussed, that there is no way of knowing in the instant 
case how much, if any, property damage was in- 
cluded in the verdict of the jury. 

American Standard argues in its brief that it paid 
the plaintiff for his property damage, less a de- 
ductible, under his collision coverage. Its counsel 
also filed an affidavit in response to plaintiff’s mo- 
tion for summary judgment, stating therein that the 
sum of $4,105, deposited with the clerk of the District 
Court, ‘‘represented the $5,000.00 judgment taken 
against Ronald Jefferson by Avelino Herrera minus 
$1,050.00 property damage, plus taxable Court costs 
and interest on $5,000.00 judgment to the date of fil- 
ing the Answer.” 

In his petition filed against Ronald Jefferson in 
District Court, plaintiff prayed for judgment in the 
sum of $4,228.23 special damages and also for gen- 
eral damages. He alleged he had suffered and will 
continue to suffer pain, and also a diminution of 
earning capacity. He further alleged that his motor- 
cycle was of the fair and reasonable value of $1,650 
before the accident and that the salvage value after 
the accident was $550, or a total loss of $1,100. He 
also alleged the incurring of doctor bills, hospital 
bills, and loss of wages; and alleged he suffered 
permanent injuries. We have no way of knowing 
what evidence was adduced in support of these 
various items of damage in the original trial as the 
bill of exceptions was not made part of the record in 
the appeal in this case. Defendant insurance com- 


VoL. 203] - JANUARY TERM, 1979 483 


Herrera v. American Standard Ins. Co. 


pany did, however, introduce what it designated a 
‘‘partial’’ bill of exceptions consisting of one page, 
and three question and answers relating to the ‘‘be- 
fore’’ and ‘‘after’’ value of plaintiff's damaged 
motorcycle. The above constitutes the only evi- 
dence in the record as to any of the property damage 
allegedly suffered by plaintiff. 

American Standard urges this court to adopt a 
rule that would allow insurance companies to deduct 
the amount paid an insured, plus the deductible, 
under the collision insurance, from any judgment 
entered against an uninsured motorist. We decline 
to do so in this case. The jury returned a general 
verdict. Although evidence of property damage was 
presented to the jury, the verdict did not delineate 
what amount, if any, was for the plaintiff's property 
damage and what amount was for his personal in- 
juries. The jury may or may not have included an 
amount in its verdict for the plaintiff’s property 
damage. Many types of damages were claimed by 
plaintiff, and we have no way of knowing what ele- 
ments were considered, or the basis on which the 
jury determined the amount of damages finally 
‘awarded. Their reasons inhere in their verdict, and 
may not be inquired into. Defendant is asking this 
court to grant it the opportunity to relitigate and re- 
compute the amount of its insured’s bodily injuries 
by showing that property damage may have been in- 
cluded in the jury’s verdict in the original suit against 
the uninsured motorist. That result could have been 
reached by means of a request for a special or item- 
ized verdict; and if deemed material as a defense 
should have been done in the original trial, and not 
by extended litigation. 

Defendant’s assignment of error that summary 
judgment should not have been granted here be- 
cause there was a question of fact whether, and in 
what amount, the jury verdict against the uninsured 
motorist contained an award for the plaintiff’s prop- 
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erty damage, is also without merit. We believe the 
District Court correctly stated in its memorandum 
and order that ‘it cannot be assumed that the jury 
verdict included all of the plaintiff’s money loss be- 
cause of bodily injury and property damage; and 
that there is no legal or factual basis for this Court 
reducing the amount of the jury’s verdict and the 
Court’s judgment in the original case.’’ Defendant 
American Standard became a party to Herrera’s 
original suit against the uninsured motorist, Jeffer- 
son, by its petition in intervention. Later it volun- 
tarily, and of its own accord, withdrew as an inter- 
venor, shortly before the jury was selected. Counsel 
for defendant insurance company then reentered its 
appearance as defense counsel for the uninsured 
motorist. As previously mentioned no special ver- 
dict was requested. Defendant at this late date 
cannot claim that it has the right to relitigate the 
amount of plaintiff’s damages. 

Defendant has also assigned as error that relief 
should not have been granted in a declaratory judg- 
ment action because a suit could have been brought 
on the insurance contract. This contention is also 
without merit. Plaintiff brought this suit for a de- 
claratory judgment under section 25-21,149 et seq., 
R. R. S. 1943, and prayed for ‘‘a determination of the 
obligations and liabilities of the parties under the 
policy * * *.’’ Defendant relies on Scudder v. Coun- 
ty of Buffalo, 170 Neb. 293, 102 N. W. 2d 447 (1960), in 
support of its contention that this declaratory judg- 
ment action was not proper. However, Scudder is 
distinguishable by its own language. In that case 
we stated: ‘‘The plaintiff contends that the declara- 
tory judgment act provides for a declaration of 
rights and status where the record shows a plain 
mistake in the appraisal and assessment of prop- 
erty. We do not agree with this contention. The act 
does not create a new cause of action where one did 
not previously exist. ‘The purpose of the act is to 
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provide a method for having issues speedily deter- 
mined which would otherwise be delayed to the pos- 
sible injury of those interested, if they were com- 
pelled to await the ordinary course of judicial pro- 
ceedings. Stewart v. Herten, 125 Neb. 210, 249 N. W. 
552. Where an exclusive remedy is provided, the de- 
claratory judgment act does not provide an addi- 
tional remedy. A declaratory judgment action can 
afford no relief to one who has failed to pursue a full, 
adequate, and exclusive statutory remedy. In fact, 
the general rule is that an action for a declaratory 
judgment will not be entertained when another 
equally serviceable remedy has been provided. 
Stewart v. Herten, supra. It certainly was never in- 
tended as a cumulative remedy to one who has 
failed to pursue a full, adequate, and exclusive 
remedy.’ (Emphasis supplied.) 

No exclusive statutory remedy is available to 
plaintiff in this case. Declaratory judgment actions 
have frequently been used in this state to determine 
the liabilities of the parties under insurance policies. 
In Workman v. Great Plains Ins. Co., Inc., 189 Neb. 
22, 200 N. W. 2d 8 (1972), we stated: ‘“The defendant 
contends that a declaratory judgment action is not 
an action ‘at law’ unless it involves the recovery of a 
money judgment. It is of course correct that gen- 
erally speaking declaratory judgment proceedings 
are probably neither legal nor equitable but sui 
generis. In any event, this court has previously 
treated a declaratory judgment action seeking to de- 
termine whether insurance coverage is applicable in 
particular instances or to particular persons as an 
action at law. See, Hawkeye Casualty Co. v. Stoker, 
154 Neb. 466, 48 N. W. 2d 623; State Farm Mutual 
Auto. Ins. Co. v. Kersey, 171 Neb. 212, 106 N. W. 2d 
31. A jury was specifically waived in the trial court. 
The nature of the action here is not to impose equi- 
table terms on disputing parties, but to determine 
fixed legal rights. The action here takes the place 
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of what would be a later action for money damages. 
That does not change the nature of the action nor 
make the statute inapplicable.’’ (Emphasis sup- 
plied.) See, also, Truck Ins. Exchange v. State 
Farm Mut. Auto. Ins. Co., 182 Neb. 330, 154 N. W. 2d 
524 (1967). The use of a declaratory judgment 
remedy was proper in the instant case to determine 
the rights and obligations of the insured and the in- 
surance company under an uninsured motorist 
clause after final judgment had been entered against 
the uninsured motorist. 

Defendant’s final argument is that the award to 
plaintiff of $2,000 in attorney’s fees was excessive. 
Reasonable attorney’s fees may properly be award- 
ed in actions upon an insurance policy under section 
44-359, R. R. S. 1943. 

In Stephens v. Allied Mut. Ins. Co., 182 Neb. 562, 
156 N. W. 2d 133 (1968), we stated: ‘‘The amount al- 
lowed [for attorney’s fees] rests in the sound discre- 
tion of the district court, considering the elements of 
the amount involved, the responsibility assumed, the 
questions of law raised, the time and labor neces- 
sarily required in the performance of duties, the pro- 
fessional diligence and skill required, and the result’ 
of the services performed.’’ In this case the award 
of attorney’s fees to the plaintiff could be and was 
made only for services rendered in the declaratory 
judgment action. 

Plaintiff called as a witness, Jon Okun, a practic- 
ing trial attorney in Omaha, with 13 years of experi- 
ence. Okun testified that the hourly fee of an ex- 
perienced attorney in Omaha would range from $60 
to $100 an hour. He also testified that he had re- 
viewed all three actions brought by the plaintiff and 
it was his opinion that $2,500 was a ‘‘fair and reason- 
able charge’’ for the plaintiff’s attorney for services 
in the declaratory judgment action. He testified he 
had calculated that the plaintiff’s attorney had ex-. 
pended 40 hours in connection with the declaratory 
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judgment action. We note that defendant’s attorney 
was also called as a witness by the plaintiff. He tes- 
tified that he charged his client $60 an hour in de- 
fending the declaratory judgment action. Although 
this declaratory judgment action only involved a 
claim for approximately $1,000 above the $4,000 of- 
fered by the defendant, we are unable to say after 
carefully reviewing the record that the District 
Court abused its discretion in its allowance of at- 
torney’s fees to the plaintiff. We also find that he 
should be awarded an additional fee of $750 for serv- 
ices in this court. 

Finding no reversible error, the judgment of the 
District Court must be affirmed. 

AFFIRMED. 


STATE OF NEBRASKA, APPELLEE, V. RODDESS M. Mays, 
APPELLANT. 
279 N. W. 2d 146 


Filed May 22, 1979. No. 42127. 


1. Criminal Law: Indictments and Informations. No information shall 
be deemed invalid for any defect or imperfection which does not 
prejudice the substantial rights of the defendant upon the merits. 

2. Criminal Law: Indictments and Informations: Bailment. An infor- 
mation which charges theft from the person in the actual possession 
of personal property, as bailee, is sufficient. 

3. Criminal Law: Larceny: Statutes. For purposes of determining 
the value of the property alleged to have been stolen, the value of 
money or property stolen by a series of acts from the same person 
may be aggregated. § 28-506, R. R. S. 1943. 

4. Criminal Law: Larceny: Bailment. For purposes of determining 
the value of the property alleged to have been stolen, the State may 
aggregate the value of property entrusted to the victim, as bailee, 
by another person and of property in which the victim has complete 
ownership. 

5. Criminal Law: Attorneys at Law. To meet the test of effective- 
ness, trial counsel should perform at least as well as a lawyer with 
ordinary training and skill in the criminal law in his area, and he 
should conscientiously protect the interests of his client. 
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Appeal from the District Court for Red Willow 
County: Jack H. Henprix, Judge. Affirmed. 


Dennis R. Keefe of Naylor & Keefe, for appellant. 


Paul L. Douglas, Attorney General, and Chauncey 
C. Sheldon, for appellee. 

Heard before Krivosna, C. J., BosLauGH, McCown, 
CLINTON, BRODKEY, WHITE, and HastTinocs, JJ. 


WHITE, J. 

The defendant-appellant, Roddess M. Mays, was 
charged by information in the District Court of the 
crimes of grand larceny and of furnishing false in- 
formation to a law enforcement officer. The jury 
returned a verdict of guilt on both counts. Defend- 
ant appeals. The factual context of this case is 
somewhat complicated. 

On October 25, 1977, the defendant, Roddess M. 
Mays, who was separated from her husband Mi- 
chael, reported an engagement-wedding ring as 
stolen to Officer Ginsberg of the McCook police de- 
partment. The date of the alleged theft was noted 
as October 11, 1977. On November 19, 1977, Officer 
Ginsberg was given a green metal box by one 
Jeanette Hansen, a friend of the defendant, who tes- 
tified that the box was given to her by the defendant. 
The contents of the box were inventoried at the po- 
lice department. In addition to a ring, which ap- 
peared similar to the one which the defendant had 
reported as missing, the box also contained three 
other rings. Jeanette Hansen testified that all of the 
contents in the box were present at the time the 
rings were surrendered to her by the defendant. The 
defendant testified there were no rings other than 
her own rings in the box when it was given to the 
witness Hansen. At trial, there was evidence which 
would have allowed the jury to find that the three 
rings, other than that which is acknowledged to have 
belonged to the defendant, had been in the custody of 
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one Chester Johnson, doing business as Johnson’s 
Jewelry, earlier in the year 1977. Mr. Johnson posi- 
tively identified one of the rings as that which had 
been left at the store for repair by John Jones. The 
ring belonged to Jones’ wife. When Jones left it at 
the store it had a value of $1,500. When it was 
turned over to the police, and at the time of trial, the 
diamond stone was missing. Without the stone, its 
value, according to Johnson, was approximately 
$300. The other two rings were new and of a type 
that was sold by Johnson’s Jewelry and at no other 
jewelry stores in the vicinity of McCook, Nebraska. 

The defendant had worked for Johnson’s Jewelry 
store from January to August 1977. Chester Johnson 
testified that it was the practice in his store to keep 
only one of a kind of a particular ring set in stock at 
any one time; that on the receipt of new merchan- 
dise, he would fill out a card with a description of 
the ring and when the ring was sold, he would trans- 
fer it to a ‘“‘sold’’ file; that he was confident he 
should have had in stock such rings as were found in 
the green box but that the cards which would have 
been expected to be in the inventory file or the sold 
file were not present in his store. Johnson’s testi- 
mony clearly permitted an inference that the rings 
had been surreptitiously removed from his store by 
Roddess M. Mays sometime during the period of her 
employment. 

Defendant argues that the information filed by the 
State was fatally defective. The information filed in 
this case charged that: ‘‘Roddess M. Mays, late of 
the county aforesaid, did, between January 1, 1977, 
and August 31, 1977, in the County of Red Willow and 
State of Nebraska aforesaid, feloniously steal 
money, goods, or chattels of a value greater than 
$300.00, the personal property of Jack Jones and 
Johnson’s Jewelry, contrary to Neb. R. R. S. 28-506; 
* * *’ (Emphasis supplied.) The defendant’s ar- 
gument is two-pronged: First, that sections 29-1603 
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and 29-2002, R. R. S. 1948, require that separate of- 
fenses be set out in separate counts of an informa- 
tion, while in this information, the defendant is, in 
effect, being charged with the theft of property from 
Jack Jones and the theft of property from Johnson’s 
Jewelry. Second, that in any event, there is no 
showing that Johnson’s Jewelry is an entity capable 
of owning property. As to the first point, the facts 
and information relied on by all parties to the action 
suggest that the stolen rings were owned by or were 
in the possession of (as bailee) Chester Johnson, do- 
ing business as Johnson’s Jewelry. The addition of 
Jack Jones’ name to the information as the owner 
who had surrendered possession of a dinner ring for 
repair to Johnson’s Jewelry as bailee was super- 
fluous but not prejudicial since, in any event, an in- 
formation which charges theft from the person in 
the actual possession of personal property is suffi- 
cient. See, State v. Nelson, 182 Neb. 31, 152 N. W. 2d 
10; Lovejoy v. State, 130 Neb. 154, 264 N. W. 417. 

As to the second point, it is admitted the evidence 
does not disclose that Johnson’s Jewelry is either a 
partnership, corporation, or anything else other than 
a name under which Chester Johnson did business. 
Although not directly on point, the case of State v. 
Siers, 197 Neb. 51, 248 N. W. 2d 1, is instructive. In 
that case, the information under which the defend- 
ant was charged read that the defendant did ‘‘unlaw- 
fully convert to his own use and embezzle said 
money, without the consent of said Pathfinder II 
Ltd., a limited partnership, his principal, * * *.” 
There was no evidence that Pathfinder II, Ltd., had 
ever achieved any legal existence or that it was an 
entity capable of owning property. In quoting from 
Straub v. People, 145 Colo. 275, 358 P. 2d 615, this 
court said: ‘‘ ‘The name of the owner of property 
stolen is material only to the extent it serves a de- 
scriptive purpose. Another is to show that it is not 
the property of the accused, and that the accused 
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may know whose property he is alleged to have 
stolen so that he may be prepared to meet or refute 
the charge at the trial. And, where the identity .of 
the alleged owner is sufficiently established and the 
defendant is not deceived or misled to his prejudice, 
no error results.’ ’’ The evidence, if believed, estab- 
lishes that the property stolen was in the possession 
of Chester Johnson, doing business as Johnson’s 
Jewelry, although one of the rings was owned by 
John Jones who had entrusted it to the care of 
Chester Johnson for repair. The defendant is unable 
to point out how she was misled or deceived as to 
whose property she was charged with stealing. In- 
deed, the defense other than a denial was that some- 
one other than the defendant, and presumably 
Jeanette Hansen, was responsible. The defendant’s 
second contention is without merit. No information 
shall be deemed invalid for any defect or imperfec- 
tion which does not prejudice the substantial rights 
of the defendant upon the merits. See Balis v. State, 
1387 Neb. 835, 291 N. W. 477. 

The next assignment of error is so frivolous that it 
warrants little discussion. There was evidence, con- 
sisting of the expert testimony of Chester Johnson, 
that the aggregate value of the rings, in the condi- 
tion in which they were recovered, was $1,595. The 
defendant somehow suggests that, because one of 
the rings belonged to John Jones, there was not suf- 
ficient evidence for a jury to find that the defendant 
took property of a value in excess of $300. Section 
28-506, R. R. S. 1943, permits aggregating the value 
of money or property stolen by a series of acts from 
the same owner. Defendant cites no good reason 
nor any cases which suggest that the State cannot 
aggregate, for the purpose of determining value, the 
value of property entrusted to the victim, as bailee, 
by another and of property in which the victim has 
complete ownership. Defendant’s assignment is 
without merit. 
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Defendant finally asserts that she was denied the 
effective assistance of trial counsel. Counsel should 
perform at least as well as a lawyer with ordinary 
training and skill in the criminal law in his area and 
should conscientiously protect the interests of his 
client. State v. Leadinghorse, 192 Neb. 485, 222 N. 
W. 2d 573. Essentially the claims of ineffective as- 
sistance of counsel relate to the failure of trial coun- 
sel to move to quash the information or to require 
the information to be amended to specify the time 
and place of the theft, precise descriptions of the 
items stolen, and who owned these items. As we 
have discussed before, the information was not de- 
fective. Defendant and counsel were fully apprised 
of the property alleged to have been stolen, from 
whom it was alleged to have been stolen, and its de- 
scription. Those contentions are without merit. As 
to the time of the alleged crime, this court has held 
it is sufficient if a felonious act is laid on any date 
within the period of limitations. See Rema v. State, 
52 Neb. 375, 72 N. W. 474. Assuming the defense 
counsel could have successfully acquired an amend- 
ment of the information, his failure to do so has not 
been shown by the defendant to have prejudiced her 
rights in any way. We have examined the record 
and found that counsel vigorously represented his 
client, attempted to and did assert the defendant’s 
innocence, and built a defense on the proposition 
that someone else, not the defendant, committed the 
crime. The jury simply did not believe that version 
of the facts. 

We have considered other errors, including the al- 
leged excessiveness of the sentence, and find them 
without merit. Judgment and sentence are af- 
firmed. 

AFFIRMED. 
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ScoTt-HoURIGAN Co., A CORPORATION, APPELLEE, V. 
HAROLD DEPREZ, APPELLANT. 
279 N. W. 2d 150 


Filed May 22, 1979. No. 42152. 


Judgments: Evidence: Appeal and Error. In a jury-waived ac- 
tion the judgment of the trial court on the facts has the same force 
as a jury verdict and will not be set aside on appeal if there is 
sufficient competent evidence to support it. 


Appeal from the District Court for York County: 
WILLIAM H. Norton, Judge. Affirmed. 


John R. Brogan of Brogan, McCluskey & Wolsten- 
holm, for appellant. 


R. P. Cathcart of Ginsburg, Rosenberg, Ginsburg 
& Krivosha, for appellee. 


Heard before BoOsSLAUGH, WHITE, and HaAsTINGs, JJ., 
and GRANT and SprRaAGuE, District Judges. 


SPRAGUE, District Judge. 

This is an appeal from a money judgment in a 
jury-waived action tried to the District Court for 
York County, Nebraska. The defendant, Harold 
Deprez, purchased two grain bins and related acces- 
sories from the plaintiff, Scott-Hourigan Co., a 
corporation. The bins were to be erected and ready 
for use by the 1974 harvest season. On September 
23, 1974, there was a questioned acceptance of the 
erected bins by the defendant. The defendant did 
not use the bins for storage during the year 1974. 

Shortly after the erection of the bins a white rust 
condition was observed on some of the bin panels. 
Treatment of these white rust areas, with a vinegar 
solution, was accomplished by the plaintiff in the 
spring of 1975. In January of 1976, 13 of the panels 
were replaced by the plaintiff. Plaintiff refused to 
replace any other panels. 

A balance of $3,927.80 was due on the bins, and the 
plaintiff instituted a suit to recover this amount. 
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The defendant claimed there was a breach of im- 
plied warranty because of the white rust condition 
on the bin panels, and counterclaimed for the re- 
placement cost of the defective material. 

The District Court found generally in favor of the 
plaintiff and against the defendant on his counter- 
claim, and entered a judgment in the amount of 
$3,777.80. The court did find three panels with rust 
spots to be defective, and deducted the replacement 
cost of the panels in the amount of $150 from the con- 
tract price. 

Defendant contends the court erred in finding only 
three of the panels provided by the plaintiff were de- 
fective. Defendant further contends the court erred 
in finding that the appearance of the two grain bins 
was immaterial to any implied warranty. 

Both plaintiff and defendant offered expert testi- 
mony on the white rust condition. The nature and 
the extent of this condition, along with its impact 
upon the durability and the future utilization of the 
bins, was exhaustively covered by the testimony at 
trial. 

The central question presented to the trial court 
was whether the rust condition was extensive or 
severe enough to affect the life and use of the bins. 
The court found that the rust condition was not of 
consequence. The findings of the court also in- 
corporate by implication a determination that any 
cosmetic deterioration occasioned by the rust was 
not of serious import. 

A lengthy review of the testimony would serve no 
illustrative purpose. It is sufficient to observe that 
there was competent evidence for the court to find: 
(1) That the rust condition was not extensive, and 
(2) that the rust condition had no detrimental effect 
on the life and use of the bins. These were the ques- 
tions of fact decided by the trial court in a jury- 
waived matter. The findings are sufficiently sup- 
ported by the evidence. 
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This court has consistently held that in a jury- 
waived action the judgment of the trial court on the 
facts has the same force as a jury verdict and will 
not be set aside if there is sufficient competent evi- 
dence to support it. Burhoop v. Pegram, 194 Neb. 
606, 234 N. W. 2d 828 (1975); First Nat. Bank of 
Omaha v. First Cadco Corp., 189 Neb. 734, 205 N. W. 
2d 115 (1973). 

The briefs of both parties discuss at length the 
proper measure of damages, had an implied breach 
of warranty been established. Because of the af- 
firmance of the trial court’s finding, no discussion of 
this question is necessary. 

Defendant further contends he was deprived of a 
fair trial because the court commenced the trial in 
the absence of defendant and his counsel. No spe- 
cific showing was made by the defendant that would 
in any way indicate he was prejudiced by his ab- 
sence at the start of the trial. The only evidence 
submitted by the plaintiff prior to the arrival of the 
defendant and his counsel concerned matters previ- 
ously admitted by the pleadings. A recess was then 
taken to await the arrival of all parties. In search- 
ing the record, this court can find no evidence that 
the defendant was denied a fair trial. 

AFFIRMED. 


STATE OF NEBRASKA, APPELLEE, V. ROBERT L. KINCAID, 
APPELLANT. 
279 N. W. 2d 152 


Filed May 22, 1979. No. 42184. 


1. Right to Counsel: Attorney and Client. As a general rule a de- 
fendant is entitled to retain counsel! of his own choice and may not 
be denied the right to change retained counsel unless the result is to 
interfere with the orderly procedure in the courts without a showing 
of good cause for the desired change. 

2. Right to Counsel: Criminal Law. The right of counsel accorded 
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defendants in criminal trials cannot be manipulated so as to ob- 
struct the orderly procedure in the courts or to interfere with the 
fair administration of justice. 

3. Right to Counsel: Attorney and Client. If a defendant in a crimi- 
nal case acquiesces in representation by an attorney whom he had 
previously rejected, he cannot afterwards complain that he was not 
represented by counsel. 

4. Criminal Law: Pleas. An accused may voluntarily, knowingly, 
and understandingly plead guilty to a crime even though his plea 
contains a protestation of innocence, when he intelligently con- 
cludes that his interests require a guilty plea and the record 
strongly evidences guilt. 

5. Criminal Law: Sentences. A sentence imposed within statutory 
limits will not be disturbed on appeal unless there is an abuse of 
discretion. 


Appeal from the District Court for Douglas Coun- 
ty: James J. Murpuy, Judge. Affirmed. 


Robert L. Kincaid, pro se. 


Paul L. Douglas, Attorney General, and Jerold V. 
Fennell, for appellee. 


Heard before Krivosna, C. J., BOSLAUGH, McCown, 
CLINTON, BRODKEY, WHITE, and HastTINGs, JJ. 


HASTINGS, J. 

Defendant appeals his conviction, on a guilty plea, 
of a felony charge of issuing an insufficient fund 
check and ultimate sentence to a term of 2 to 5 years 
in the Nebraska Penal and Correctional Complex. 
His assignments of error may be condensed into 
three: (1) The trial court’s refusal to appoint 
‘counsel for defendant prior to his guilty plea; (2) in- 
voluntariness of the guilty plea; and (3) excessive 
sentence. 

An information was filed in the District Court on 
June 29, 1977, charging that defendant issued an in- 
sufficient fund check in the amount of $1,500 on May 
3, 1977. Defendant was scheduled for arraignment 
on July 7, 1977, but at the request of his counsel, 
Bernard Walsh, Jr., the matter was continued to 
July 14, 1977, at which time he entered a plea of not 
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guilty. The case was set for trial to the next jury 
panel. On November 14, 1977, at the request of de- 
fendant and his attorney, the case was continued for 
trial on December 5, 1977, later continued to Janu- 
ary 9, 1978, then February 6, 1978, and finally was 
scheduled to commence trial on March 15, 1978, at 2 
p.m. This order was entered on March 13, 1978, af- 
ter the court had denied the oral motion of attorney 
Walsh to withdraw as defendant’s counsel. 

The only reported hearing prior to the one of 
March 13, 1978, was one held on December 1, 1977, 
when defendant and his attorney requested a con- 
tinuance until after January 1, 1978, ‘‘to give Mr. 
Kincaid an effort — or a time to clean up his unpaid 
checks. And if the matters have not be [sic] re- 
solved by that time, Mr. Kincaid will plead guilty. 
Now, this is my understanding with Mr. Pane, [the 
prosecutor] and this is Mr. Kincaid’s understanding ; 
is that right?’’ To this statement by Mr. Walsh the 
defendant answered, ‘‘That’s right.’’ Following this 
hearing the various continuances set out above were 
granted, presumably for the same reason. 

On March 18, 1978, around 9:30 a.m., defendant ap- 
peared with his counsel and the county prosecutor, 
obviously at the request of the court, to determine 
whether or not there was to be a jury trial which had 
previously been set for March 15, 1978. The trial 
judge detailed the past history of the case and told 
the defendant that ‘‘the sands of time have just 
about run out on your hourglass.’’ and ‘There won’t 
be any more continuances, and the moment of deci- 
sion has arrived for Mr. Kincaid.’”’ The defendant 
reported he had been in the hospital in February fol- 
lowing an automobile accident and ‘‘Another thing: 
I’ve been continuing this so I could pay these checks 
off. I had about $6,000 worth, * * * I’ve paid over 
half of them off now. * * * but I’m just trying to ex- 
plain to you, Judge, why I’ve — I’ve been stalling 
this so long. I haven’t had all the money, and I still 
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don’t have it. * * * I realize Mr. Pane has given me 
every chance in the world. He’s been a gentleman; 
he’s helped me in every way.’’ The court informed 
the defendant that its patience was exhausted and 
there would be no more continuances, and set the 
case for trial to commence 2 days later, at 2:30 in 
the afternoon. 

Mr. Walsh then moved to withdraw from the case 
because defendant had assured him ‘‘that he would 
plead guilty if he was not able to pay these checks 
off. * ** Mr. Kincaid is aware of that. I told him 
this morning in my office that I felt that he’s been 
given every opportunity. He feels he isn’t guilty. I 
feel that the law is contrary.’’ The court replied, ‘‘I 
don’t see how I can permit you to withdraw now, Mr. 
Walsh. There’s no way that I’m going to continue 
this case past this panel. If you want to talk to the 
Public Defender’s Office, fine. But I — Mr. Kin- 
caid, I don’t think, even qualifies for the services of 
the Public Defender’s Office.’’ The defendant said 
he had only paid Mr. Walsh $100, he didn’t have the 
money to hire an attorney, and would like ‘‘to ask 
the Court to appoint me an attorney.’’ The defend- 
ant went on to say, ‘‘Mr. Walsh * * * Since I told him 
that I was going to pay these off and it was going to 
be dismissed, * ** he hasn’t looked into the case. 
* * * We don’t have any witnesses.’’ (Emphasis sup- 
plied.) The court stated that he had had plenty of time 
to get all the witnesses he wanted, to which the de- 
fendant agreed, and the court denied the application 
to withdraw. In response to a question by the de- 
fendant, he was told he could represent himself if 
that is what he chose to do. The defendant denied 
the statement made by the court that what he had in 
mind was to get his attorney to withdraw so he could 
have more time, and insisted that he would appear 
for trial as scheduled, but he wanted to talk to the 
public defender’s office. The court answered: ‘‘You 
can talk to the Public Defender’s Office * * *.’’ 
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Defendant again stated he didn’t want to represent 
himself, that his present attorney advised him to 
plead guilty, and that if he didn’t do so his attorney 
felt there would be more charges filed. He admitted 
there were more than $6,000 in outstanding bad 
checks, but that he didn’t feel he was guilty on this 
particular charge. The court assured defendant he 
didn’t need to accept his attorney’s advice, and, if he 
chose to reject it, Mr. Walsh would still do the best 
he could to see that he got a fair trial, as would the 
court. 

The following morning, the day before the trial 
was to begin, defendant appeared in court with at- 
torney Walsh and entered a plea of guilty. Defend- 
ant told the court he knew what he was doing; he 
was told the penalties and said he understood them; 
and his understanding of the plea agreement was 
that sentence would be deferred for approximately 
60 days to give him a chance to make restitution, but 
that other than that no threats, coercion, or prom- 
ises had been made or used. The court further ex- 
plained the various pleas defendant could make; 
that if he plead not guilty he would be entitled to a 
jury trial, the right of confrontation and cross- 
examination, the right against self-incrimination, 
the right to subpoena witnesses, the presumption of 
innocence, the burden of proof, and the requirement 
of a unanimous verdict; and that all of those rights 
were waived by a plea of guilty. Defendant ac- 
knowledged these rights and advised the court the 
plea he was about to make was completely volun- 
tary and thereupon entered a plea of guilty. In es- 
tablishing a factual basis for the plea, the defendant 
admitted he wrote the check and that at the time he 
did not have funds in the bank to cover the check. 
He also agreed that he gave the check for the pur- 
chase of an automobile from an individual, and that 
he then sold the automobile and kept the proceeds. 
About the only thing the court neglected to ask the 
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defendant was whether or not he was satisfied with 
the representation of his attorney, Mr. Walsh. How- 
ever, Mr. Walsh was present with defendant and 
participated in the arraignment to a limited extent. 
The court accepted the plea, found defendant guilty, 
and set sentencing for May 22, 1978. 

Defendant appeared with Mr. Walsh for sentenc- 
ing as scheduled, and advised the court he knew of 
no reason why sentence should not then be imposed. 
Mr. Walsh made a rather lengthy and impassioned 
plea for probation, setting forth defendant’s family 
background and his desire to still make restitution. 
The defendant himself also promised restitution if 
given a chance. 

Following the sentencing, Mr. Walsh perfected de- 
fencant’s appeal to this court except for the brief, 
which was filed pro se. By motion filed by defend- 
ant on January 31, 1979, and unopposed by the State, 
defendant asked that argument and submission of 
his case be continued to the April 1979 call for the 
reason that he would then have sufficient funds to 
hire a lawyer. This was granted and he was repre- 
sented by counsel before this court. 

The foregoing rather long and detailed recitation 
of the facts is necessary in order to answer two of 
the claimed errors: Lack of voluntariness of the 
guilty plea and denial of appointed counsel, which 
are closely interwoven and in every case are pe- 
culiarly related to the surrounding circumstances. 

With the exception of the listing of the assign- 
ments of error, defendant’s entire brief is devoted 
to the claim of excessiveness of the sentence. How- 
ever, all three assignments of error will be dis- 
cussed in this opinion. 

It is beyond question that as a general rule a de- 
fendant is entitled to retain counsel of his own choice 
and may not be denied the right to change retained 
counsel unless the result is to interfere with the or- 
derly procedure in the courts without a showing of 
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good cause for the desired change. As stated in 
State v. Addison, 197 Neb. 482, 249 N. W. 2d 746 
(1977), a reverse situation wherein the defendant 
wanted to discharge appointed counsel and retain 
counsel of his choice, ‘‘Defendant made no showing 
as to any reason for his dissatisfaction with appointed 
counsel. What we said in State v. Coleman, supra, 
is particularly apt herein and is controlling: ‘This 
case directly raises the issue of the right of a 
criminal defendant to seek substitute counsel on the 
very eve of trial without demonstrating a good cause 
therefor, when the record shows that he has been 
represented throughout by court-appointed counsel 
in a diligent and competent manner. We hold that 
the right of counsel, accorded under the Sixth 
Amendment, cannot be manipulated so as to ob- 
struct the orderly procedure in the courts or to inter- 
fere with the fair administration of justice. Re- 
quests for the appointment of new counsel on the eve 
of trial should not become a vehicle for achieving 
delay.’’ Defendant admitted he had been requesting 
continuances to intentionally stall his trial, and that 
he had agreed on several occasions he would plead 
guilty if he could not make the checks good. His 
only complaint about his retained counsel’s compe- 
tency was that counsel had believed the defendant 
when told that he, the defendant, was going to have 
the checks paid off and the case was going to be dis- 
missed, as a result of which counsel hadn’t looked 
into the case or investigated for favorable witnesses. 
This is hardly a legitimate complaint and certainly 
is not a showing of good cause under the circum- 
stances. 

Be that as it may, the trial court gave defendant 
two additional options: One, he was told he could 
represent himself, and two, even though the court 
doubted Kincaid’s eligibility for appointment of 
counsel, he could take his papers and consult with 
the public defender. The defendant appeared in 
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court the day ahead of his scheduled trial with his 
same retained counsel and appeared again under the 
same circumstances at the sentencing without fur- 
ther complaint or conversation about counsel. Par- 
ticularly appropriate are these words from State v. 
Kirby, 198 Neb. 646, 254 N. W. 2d 424 (1977): ‘‘In 
Faretta, supra, the Supreme Court, explaining its 
holding that a defendant in a criminal trial has a 
constitutional right to proceed without counsel, 
stated: ‘An unwanted counsel ‘‘represents’’ the de- 
fendant only through a tenuous and unacceptable 
legal fiction. Unless the accused has acquiesced in 
such representation, the defense presented is not the 
defense guaranteed him by the Constitution, for, in a 
very real sense, it is not his defense.’’’ Kincaid’s 
acquiescence is self evident. Defendant was repre- 
sented by counsel at all stages of the proceedings in 
District Court. 

As to the voluntariness of the guilty plea, the trial 
judge thoroughly and painstakingly explained all of 
defendant’s rights. From the rather lengthy recita- 
tion of the facts in this opinion, it is apparent that 
the plea was voluntarily, knowingly, and un- 
derstandingly made. Defendant’s protestation of 
innocence falls on deaf ears in light of the facts ad- 
mitted by him during the arraignment and sentenc- 
ing. He apparently extracted the last drop of ad- 
vantage when he finally plead guilty in exchange for 
a 60-day delay in sentencing. In any event, an ac- 
cused may voluntarily, knowingly, and understand- 
ingly plead guilty to a crime even though his plea 
contains a protestation of innocence, when he in- 
telligently concludes that his interests require a 
guilty plea and the record strongly evidences guilt. 
State v. Rubek, 189 Neb. 141, 201 N. W. 2d 255 (1972). 

Defendant’s presentence investigation report con- 
tains three pages of arrests or convictions from 1946 
to 1977, including 19 check charges, with penalties 
ranging from dismissal upon making restitution to 1 
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to 5 years suspended sentence in Colorado; 12 
charges of grand larceny, larceny by bailee, and ob- 
taining money by false pretenses with one sentence 
of 1 to 10 years in Minnesota; and 6 Dyer Act 
charges, one of which resulted in a sentence to a fed- 
eral corrections institution for a term of from 4 
months to 4 years. There is no merit to defendant’s 
claim of excessive sentence in light of his record and 
the maximum sentence of 10 years provided for by 
section 28-1213, R. R. S. 1943. ‘‘A sentence imposed 
within statutory limits will not be disturbed on ap- 
peal unless there is an abuse of discretion.’’ State v. 
Robinson, 202 Neb. 210, 274 N. W. 2d 553 (1979). 
The judgment is affirmed. 
AFFIRMED. 


POLYXENY M. NIMMER, APPELLEE, V. GEORGE R. 
NIMMER, APPELLANT. 
279 N. W. 2d 156 


Filed May 22, 1979. No. 42187. 


Divorce: Custody: Minors: Attorney’s Fees. An action seeking 
modification of custody or possession rights over minor children is 
a proceeding ancillary to the original divorce, and the District 
Court retains authority to exercise discretion in the granting of at- 
torney’s fees. 
Appeal from the District Court for Douglas Coun- 
ty: Samuge. P. Caniciia, Judge. Affirmed. 


Seb Caporale, for appellant. 


Sally Millett Rau of Walsh, Walentine & Miles, 
for appellee. 


Heard before BosLaucH, McCown, C.uinton, and 
Bropkky, JJ., and WInpRuM, District Judge. 


WInbDrRuM, District Judge. 
The marriage of Polyxeny M. Nimmer, appellee, 
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and George R. Nimmer, appellant, was dissolved on 
April 14, 1975. Custody of the minor children of the 
parties was retained by the District Court, with the 
physical possession awarded to petitioner, the appel- 
lee, subject to visitation rights of respondent, the ap- 
pellant. 

On September 15, 1977, the appellant filed his ap- 
plication requesting a change in the possession, 
care, and control of the minor children. Appellee on 
October 17, 1977, filed her responsive pleading, the 
prayer of which is as follows: ‘‘Wherefore, peti- 
tioner having fully answered respondent’s Applica- 
tion, petitioner prays that said Application be dis- 
missed and that petitioner be awarded attorney’s 
fees which were necessitated by respondent bringing 
this matter before the Court.’’ On February 23, 
1978, in response to a motion of the appellant filed 
February 22, 1978, appellant’s application to modify 
the decree relative to custody was dismissed without 
prejudice. On March 2, 1978, appellee filed an appli- 
cation for attorney’s fees together with a notice for a 
hearing on March 8, 1978. An objection to the appli- 
cation was filed March 6, 1978. 

The record is silent as to what, if anything, oc- 
curred on March 8, 1978, at the appointed time for 
hearing the application for attorney’s fees. There is 
no bill of exceptions for this portion of the case and 
no order of continuance contained in the transcript. 
An order was entered on April 13, 1978, reciting that 
both sides had presented briefs to the court concern- 
ing the appellee’s application for attorney’s fees, 
and the court found that appellant should pay for the 
use and benefit of appellee’s attorney the sum of 
$500 for services rendered in behalf of the appellee, 
payable forthwith. 

The appellant filed a motion for new trial. It was 
duly overruled, and he brought the appeal. 

Appellant maintains the District Court had no ju- 
risdiction to order attorney’s fees after the cause of 
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action had been dismissed. He cites therefor Kiddle 
v. Kiddle, 90 Neb. 248, 1833 N. W. 181. In that case, 
the wife brought the action for divorce. The parties 
reconciled before the hearing at which the court 
awarded temporary attorney’s fees and suit money 
to the wife. Before it was paid, the court, on motion 
of the husband, dismissed the petition for divorce. 
The court held that the husband had to pay the attor- 
ney’s fees. The court still had jurisdiction when the 
order was made. Appellant further cites Rhein v. 
Rhein, 244 Minn. 260, 69 N. W. 2d 657. In that case, 
the husband had brought an action for divorce. The 
wife asked for temporary suit money. Prior to rul- 
ing thereon, the husband dismissed the petition. The 
Minnesota Supreme Court held that they had no ju- 
risdiction to award suit money. 

In the instant case, once the original decree was 
entered the court had continuing jurisdiction until all 
the children were of legal age or emancipated. A 
final order, the decree, had been entered imposing 
obligations on appellant. 

The application to change physical custody of the 
minor children and the response thereto constituted 
a continuation of the suit for dissolution of marriage 
and was one of its incidents. Thus, the holding of 
Rhein v. Rhein, supra, is not applicable even if the 
principle therein announced is to be followed in Ne- 
braska, which we need not decide. The court may 
allow attorney’s fees, both temporary and final. §§ 
42-367 and 42-351, R. R. 8. 1943, as amended. The 
authority of the court to allow attorney’s fees con- 
tinues until the subject matter of the divorce suit is 
finally settled and determined. Lippincott v. Lippin- 
cott, 152 Neb. 374, 41 N. W. 2d 232. The decree of a 
District Court in an action for the dissolution of a 
marriage, insofar as minor children are concerned, 
is never final in the sense it cannot be changed. 
Caporale v. Hale, 169 Neb. 751, 100 N. W. 2d 847. 
Thus the court has continuing jurisdiction. 
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In response to appellant’s application for modifi- 
cation of the decree, appellee requested an order be 
entered awarding her attorney’s fees. After appel- 
lant dismissed his application, appellee filed an ap- 
plication for attorney’s fees and caused notice of 
hearing to be served on appellant. Attached to ap- 
pellee’s application was an itemized list of services 
rendered, which totaled 15 hours. A $500 fee would 
not be unreasonable if the services as alleged had 
been performed. 

Appellant maintains procedural due process re- 
quires an evidentiary hearing before a court can 
make a valid award for attorney’s fees. The matter 
had been set for hearing. There is no bill of excep- 
tions for this portion. However, the order dated 
April 13, 1978, states each side had presented briefs, 
so there must have been an understanding between 
all parties concerning the hearing. 

Where there is no bill of exceptions, this court 
shall examine the pleadings and if the same will sup- 
port the judgment of the court, this court shall not 
reverse. In the absence of a complete bill of excep- 
tions, the only issue on appeal is the sufficiency of 
pleadings to support judgment. Rhodes v. John- 
stone, 191 Neb. 552, 216 N. W. 2d 168. 

The judgment of the District Court is affirmed. 
The appellee is awarded the sum of $500 for the serv- 
ices of her attorney rendered in this court. 

AFFIRMED, 
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Haro_p H. THOMAS AND GaRY AESOPH, DOING BUSINESS 
AS AESOPH & SONS CONSTRUCTION, APPELLANTS, V. 
BURLINGTON NORTHERN RAILROAD, INC., A 
CORPORATION, APPELLEE. 

279 N W. 2d 369 


Filed May 22, 1979. No. 42208. 


1. Evidence. Generally a photograph is admissible if it is relevant 
and is shown to be a true and correct representation of the place or 
subject it purports to represent at a time pertinent to the inquiry. 

2. Negligence: Motor Vehicles: Railroads. A traveler on a high- 
way, when approaching a railroad crossing, has a duty to look and 
listen for the approach of trains. He must look, where by looking 
he could see, and listen, where by listening he could hear, and if he 
fails without a reasonable excuse to exercise such precautions, 
then he is guilty of contributory negligence more than slight, as a 
matter of law, and no recovery can be had for damages resulting 
from a collision with a passing train. 

3. Railroads. A railroad has no obligation to install signal devices or 
maintain flagmen under all conditions even at arterial crossings. 

4. Negligence: Motor Vehicles: Railroads. All persons using a rail- 
road crossing are required to exercise a degree of caution that is 
commensurate with the danger. 


‘Appeal from the District Court for Cheyenne Coun- 
ty: Joun D. Knapp, Judge. Affirmed. 


Marc J. Weinpel of Peetz, Peetz & Weinpel and 
James W. Ellison of Holtorf, Hansen, Kovarik & 
Nuttleman, P-C., for appellants. 


Martin, Mattoon, Matzke & Mattoon, for appellee. 


Heard before BosLAUGH, BRODKEY, CLINTON, and 
Hastincs, JJ., and Bartu, District Judge. 


Bosuaucy, J. 

The plaintiff, Harold H. Thomas, was injured in a 
truck-train collision on July 15, 1974, while employed 
‘by Gary Aesoph, doing business as H. J. Aesoph & 
Sons Construction. The plaintiff was operating a 
dump truck loaded with wet concrete when the truck 
_ collided with a freight train of the defendant, 
Burlington Northern Railroad, Inc., at a temporary 
grade crossing near Sidney, Nebraska. 
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At the time the accident occurred the interstate 
highway west of Sidney, Nebraska, was being con- 
structed. Western Contracting Corporation was the 
principal contractor. Gary Aesoph was a subcon- 
tractor hired by Western to do the trucking on the 
job. 

The interstate highway bridge over the railroad 
was under construction but had not been completed. 
The plaintiff was hauling a truckload of concrete 
from the mixing plant which was several miles west 
of the railroad crossing to a point east of the 
crossing where the paving was being laid. To get 
from the mixing plant to the point where the paving 
was in process, the plaintiff drove along the inter- 
state grade to a point west of the bridge which was 
under construction. The plaintiff then made a left 
turn and drove down the side of the fill near the 
bridge site. The plaintiff then followed a ‘‘haul 
road’’ which crossed the railroad track at grade ata 
90-degree angle approximately 400 feet north of the 
interstate bridge site. The haul road then turned to 
the south and rejoined the interstate grade a short 
distance east of the bridge. 

On July 15, 1974, the plaintiff came to work at 
about 6 a.m., and had hauled 10 or 12 loads of con- 
crete before the accident happened. At about 3 
p.m., he left the mixing plant with a load of wet con- 
crete. When he reached the point west of the bridge 
where he turned left off of the interstate grade he 
put the truck in low gear. The truck went down the 
grade at between 5 and 7 miles per hour and he con- 
tinued at that speed until he reached the crossing 
and started across the tracks. 

As the plaintiff's truck approached the grade 
crossing from the west, a freight train consisting of 7 
locomotives, 110 empty coal hopper cars and a 
caboose approached the crossing from the south at a 
speed of approximately 32 miles per hour. The train 
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was about 14% miles long and weighed about 5,650 
tons. 

The plaintiff testified that he did not stop at the 
crossing or look for approaching trains and did not 
see the train before the collision. The front of the 
locomotive struck the right side of the truck behind 
the cab. 

The engineer who was operating the locomotive, 
Jacob J. Sewald, testified that he was looking 
straight ahead and did not see the truck until just 
before the impact. “He placed the train’s air brakes 
in ‘‘emergency”’ at about the time the impact oc- 
curred and the train stopped between % and 1% mile 
north of the crossing. 

This action was commenced by the plaintiff and 
Aesoph to recover damages for the injuries sus- 
tained by the plaintiff in the accident and the dam- 
ages to the Aesoph truck which was destroyed in the 
accident. The defendant counterclaimed for the 
damages sustained by two of its locomotives in the 
accident. 

At the close of the evidence the trial court found as 
a matter of law that the plaintiff was guilty of con- 
tributory negligence which was more than slight and 
dismissed the petition. The case was submitted on 
the cross-petition of the defendant and the jury re- 
turned a verdict for the defendant in the amount of 
$12,000. 

The plaintiff and Aesoph have appealed. The as- 
signments of error relate to the dismissal of the 
plaintiff’s petition at the close of the evidence; the 
admission into evidence of photographs of the scene 
of the accident; and the instructions to the jury. 

The photographs in question were taken by Darrell 
McCall, a claims representative of the defendant, on 
the morning after the accident. McCall testified in 
detail as to how the photographs were taken and an 
adequate foundation for the admission of the photo- 
graphs was shown. Generally a photograph is ad- 
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missible if it is relevant and is shown to be a true 
and correct representation of the place or subject it 
purports to represent at a time pertinent to the in- 
quiry. Markey v. Hunter, 170 Neb. 472, 103 N. W. 2d 
221. 

The photographs were taken from the center of the 
haul road at distances of 25, 50, 75, 100, and 125 feet 
west of the crossing and show the view from the 
crossing to the interstate bridge south of the 
crossing. The photographs were relevant because 
they established without question that there was no 
obstruction to the plaintiff’s view of the train as he 
approached the crossing, and if the plaintiff had 
made the slightest effort to maintain a lookout he 
would have seen the train in time to avoid the colli- 
sion. 

The plaintiff claimed the photographs were inac- 
curate because they did not contain a view of the — 
area to the left of the crossing. Since the train ap- 
proached from the south and the plaintiff ap- 
proached the crossing from the west, a view of the 
area to the left of the crossing would not have been 
relevant. 

The plaintiff further objected to the photographs 
on the ground they had been ‘‘edited.’’ The photo- 
graphs were a series of still shots taken by turning 
the camera from left to right so that the pictures in 
each series would form a panoramic view of the 
area shown in the photographs. At the time the 
photographs were offered in evidence, the pictures 
in each series had been taped together with the de- 
tail along the edge of each picture matched to the 
detail on the adjoining picture. This ‘‘editing’’ 
formed no basis for excluding the photographs from 
evidence. 

It is a well-established rule in Nebraska that a 
traveler on a highway, when approaching a railroad 
crossing, has a duty to look and listen for the ap- 
proach of trains. He must look, where by looking 
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he could see, and listen, where by listening he could 
hear, and if he fails without a reasonable excuse to 
exercise such precautions, then he is guilty of contrib- 
utory negligence more than slight, as a matter of 
law, and no recovery can be had for damages result- 
ing from a collision with a passing train. Milk 
House Cheese Corp. v. Chicago, B. & Q. R. R. Co., 
161 Neb. 451, 73 N. W. 2d 679. See, also, Loudy v. 
Union P. R. R. Co., 146 Neb. 676, 21 N. W. 2d 431; 
McIntosh v. Union P. R. R. Co., 146 Neb. 844, 22 N. 
W. 2d 179; Mundt v. Chicago, R. I. & P. R. Co., 136 
Neb. 478, 286 N. W. 691; Moreland v. Chicago & N. 
W. R. Co., 117 Neb. 456, 220 N. W. 692; Askey v. Chi- 
cago, B. & Q. R. Co., 101 Neb. 266, 162 N. W. 647; Chi- 
cago, B. & Q. R. Co. v. Schwanenfeldt, 75 Neb. 80, 
105 N. W. 1101. The plaintiff argues that the rule 
was not applicable in this case because the plaintiff 
“was entitled to expect that a flagman would be 
guarding the crossing if a train was in the vicinity; 
the other drivers did not stop, look, or listen at the 
crossing; and if he had looked he would not have 
been able to see the train. 

The defendant had no independent duty to provide 
a flagman at the crossing. There is no obligation to 
install signal devices or maintain flagmen under all 
conditions even at arterial crossings. Sailors v. 
Lowden, 140 Neb. 206, 299 N. W. 510. 

The evidence shows the contract between Western 
Contracting Corporation and the state placed the re- 
sponsibility for obtaining flagmen upon Western. 
On request the railroad would furnish a flagman at 
the expense of Western. Requests were to be made 
to the depot agent who would then relay the request 
to the section foreman. There is no evidence that a 
flagman had been requested of the depot agent for 
July 15, 1974, although there was some evidence that 
the project superintendent for Western had told an 
unidentified railroad employee before the accident 
that, ‘‘we would be hauling there the next day and 
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every day from thereafter until the bridges were 
done and we were completed.’’ The project superin- 
tendent also testified that a foreman working at the 
cement unloader told him that the foreman ‘‘had in- 
structed the section foreman, I believe it was, that 
there was not a flagman there and that we were 
hauling.’’ 

The fact that there had been flagmen at the cross- 
ing on certain other days when the plaintiff had been 
working did not excuse the plaintiff from using or- 
dinary care on the day of the accident. On the day 
the accident happened, the plaintiff had hauled 10 or 
12 loads before the accident and knew or should have 
known there was no flagman at the crossing. The 
plaintiff had no right to assume that a flagman 
would be guarding the crossing when the collision 
occurred. 

The failure of other drivers to use due care could 
not excuse the negligence of the plaintiff. All per- 
sons using a railroad crossing are required to exer- 
cise a degree of caution that is commensurate with 
the danger. Ecker v. Union P. R. R. Co., 164 Neb. 
744, 83. N. W. 20 551. 

The plaintiff testified he would not have been able 
to see the train if he had looked, apparently because 
of the angle at which he approached the crossing. 
The evidence establishes conclusively that there was 
no obstruction to the view of a driver approaching 
the crossing for a distance of more than 400 feet 
south from the crossing and that the ‘‘haul road’’ 
crossed the railroad track at a 90-degree angle. The 
plaintiff’s testimony that he could not have seen the 
train if he had looked ‘‘because of the angle’’ is con- 
trary to the physical facts and did not create a jury 
question as to a reasonable excuse for failure to 
maintain a reasonable lookout. 

The trial court instructed the jury that if it found 
for the defendant on its cross-petition the defendant 
was entitled to recover damages for the fair and rea- 
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sonable cost of making necessary repairs to its loco- 
motives and the reasonable value of the loss of use 
of the locomotives while they were being repaired. 
The plaintiff contends the defendant’s evidence was 
not sufficient to support the verdict for the defendant 
in the amount of $12,000. 

The defendant established the cost of repairs by 
testimony from the assistant manager of its district 
accounting office. The information as to the cost of 
labor and materials used by the defendant in mak- 
ing the repairs was taken from the records of the 
company. The value of the loss of use of the dam- 
aged locomotives was determined by the rental 
charges for similar equipment when furnished by 
other railroads. This evidence established that the 
cost of repairs and loss of use exceeded $12,000 and 
was sufficient to establish the damages sustained by 
defendant as a result of the collision. 

We have examined the other instructions which 
were assigned as error and find them to be not er- 
roneous. 

The judgment of the District Court is affirmed. 

AFFIRMED. 

Bartu, District Judge, concurring. 

I concur with the result reached by the majority, 
but disagree with the comparative negligence princi- 
ple enunciated. 

For many years, in numerous railroad crossing 
comparative negligence cases cited by the majority 
opinion, and in other cases, which need no citation 
here, this court has upheld trial courts’ directed ver- 
dicts and findings of contributory negligence in a de- 
gree greater than slight when compared with that of 
the adverse party, as a matter of law. These hold- 
ings have, in effect, granted jurisdiction to the trial 
courts to make that determination when, in fact, it 
has been expressly placed with the jury by the 
Legislature. 

Section 25-1151, R. R. S. 1943, under which this 
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matter was tried, provided: ‘‘In all actions brought 
to recover damages for injuries to a person or to his 
property caused by the negligence of another, the 
fact that the plaintiff may have been guilty of contrib- 
utory negligence shall not bar a recovery when the 
contributory negligence of the plaintiff was slight 
and the negligence of the defendant was gross in 
comparison, but the contributory negligence of the 
plaintiff shall be considered by the jury in the miti- 
gation of damages in proportion to the amount of 
contributory negligence attributable to the plaintiff; 
and all questions of negligence and contributory neg- 
ligence shall be for the jury.’’ 

The statute does not say ‘‘some questions of negli- 
gence and contributory negligence shall be for the 
jury,’’ or ‘‘all questions of negligence and contribu- 
tory negligence shall be for the jury, except in those 
cases where the court determines, as a matter of 
law, that contributory negligence is greater than 
slight when compared with that of the adverse par- 
ty.’’ It says, ‘‘all questions of negligence and contrib- 
utory negligence shall be for the jury.” ‘‘All’’ is 
defined as ‘‘the whole of; the whole number, quan- 
tity, or amount; every.’’ Webster’s New Interna- 
tional Dictionary, Second Ed., Unabridged. 

Obviously, in this case, the trial court found, and 
correctly so, that all parties were guilty of negli- 
gence in some degree in order to submit defendant’s 
claim to the jury on a comparative negligence theo- 
ry. It follows, inescapably, under the statute, that 
the plaintiffs’ claim should also have been sub- 
mitted. ‘‘All questions of negligence and contribu- 
tory negligence shall be for the jury.’’ The trial 
court was without jurisdiction to make the compari- 
son negligence finding on plaintiff’s claim against 
the defendant. No amount of interpretation or con- 
struction can change the plain meaning of the stat- 
ute. 

Reversal in this matter is avoided, however, not 
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because the trial court had jurisdiction to direct a 
verdict against the plaintiffs by finding, as a matter 
of law, that they were negligent in a degree greater 
than slight when compared with that of the defend- 
ant, but because the plaintiffs’ negligence was, in ef- 
fect, compared with that of the defendant upon the 
submission of defendant’s claim to the jury on a 
comparative negligence theory. 

Nevertheless, I feel compelled to disagree with the 
majority’s enunciation and perpetuation of a princi- 
ple that is contrary to law and, as such, results in a 
denial of substantive due process to litigants in a 
comparative negligence situation. 

I, therefore, concur in the result only. 


IN RE INTEREST OF Davip METTEER, A CHILD UNDER 
EIGHTEEN YEARS OF AGE. STATE OF NEBRASKA, APPELLEE, 
v. JEANNETTE METTEER, APPELLANT, 

279 N. W. 2d 374 


Filed May 22, 1979. No. 42229. 


1. Statutes: Parent and Child: Minors: Constitutional Law. Sec- 
tions 43-202 and 43-209, R. S. Supp., 1978, which, respectively, define 
parental responsibilities and prescribe the conditions under which 
parental rights may be terminated, are sufficiently definite and are 
not void for vagueness. The constitutional requirement that statu- 
tory language must be reasonably certain or be held void for 
vagueness is satisfied by the use of ordinary terms which find ade- 
quate interpretation in common usage and understanding; the due 
process clause requires that the law give sufficient warning of con- 
duct which is forbidden but it does not require a precise checklist 
of parental responsibilities and prohibited behavior. 

2. Statutes: Parent and Child: Minors. Section 43-209, R. S. Supp., 

1978, is not void because it allows the judge to consider the circum- 

stances of individual cases in determining whether to terminate 

parental rights. 
: : . The State has a compelling interest in pro- 
tecting minor children from abuse and neglect, and that interest 

may be implemented by statutes such as sections 43-202 and 43-209, 

R. S. Supp., 1978. 
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Appeal from the Separate Juvenile Court of Lan- 
caster County: WILFRED W. NUERNBERGER, Judge. 
Affirmed. 


T. Clement Gaughan, Lancaster County Public De- 
fender, and Dennis G. Carlson, for appellant. 


Ronald D. Lahners, Lancaster County Attorney, 
and Toni G. Thorson, for appellee. 


Heard before KrivosHa, C. J., BoSLAauGH, McCown, 
CLINTON, BRODKEY, WHITE, and Hastings, JJ. 


CLINTON, J. 

This is an appeal from an order of the Separate 
Juvenile Court of Lancaster County, made on June 
12, 1978, terminating the parental rights of Jeannette 
Metteer as to her son, David, who was born on Sep- 
tember 16, 1974. The contentions made in the appel- 
lant’s first seven assignments of error may be stated 
as one, i.e., the evidence is insufficient to support 
the termination order. The eighth assignment re- 
lates to the contention that section 43-209, R. S. 
Supp., 1978, is void and unconstitutional because it is 
vague. We affirm. 

The action out of which this appeal grew com- 
menced on November 19, 1975, with the filing of a 
petition in the juvenile court under the provisions of 
section 43-202 (2), R. S. Supp., 1978. The petition al- 
leged David was a child whose health and well-being 
was endangered in that his mother, Jeannette, had 
assaulted him and threatened to kill him. The evi- 
dence adduced at the adjudication hearing estab- 
lished that the assault and injuries to the child had 
occurred on October 15, 1975, when the child was 13 
months old. It further showed Jeannette was hallu- 
cinating at the time of the assault and she believed 
that David was a lizard from which she had to pro- 
tect herself. The assault was brought to an end by a 
third person then on the premises. Jeannette had 
experienced somewhat similar hallucinations on 
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other occasions. After the assault the child was re- 
moved from the home by the department of welfare 
and Jeannette was placed under psychiatric care. 

On December 30, 1975, after hearing, the court en- 
tered an adjudication of neglect, placing David in 
the protective custody of the court and placing his 
legal custody in the Lancaster County department of 
public welfare. Thereafter, until the termination 
disposition, David resided in foster homes while his 
mother received a variety of psychiatric care in- 
cluding, at various times, hospitalization, day care, 
outpatient care, counseling, and medication. 
During portions of this period, sometimes on a regu- 
lar and sometimes on an irregular basis, Jeannette 
exercised the right to visit David and sometimes had 
physical custody of him on weekends, pursuant to 
order of the court. The medical diagnosis was that, 
at the time of the assault, Jeannette was schizo- 
phrenic and psychotic. The ultimate diagnosis was 
schizophrenia, chronic undifferentiated type, 
meaning that Jeannette was not psychotic any long- 
er, but her psychosis could return, especially during 
periods of stress. 

In December 1976 and January 1977, a review 
hearing was held at which time the court found that 
Jeannette did not have the ability to care for David 
and the situation had not materially changed. 

On March 30, 1978, a petition asking termination of 
the parental rights of Jeannette and of the child’s 
father was filed. Its substance was that David con- 
tinued to be without parental care because of the 
mental illness of the mother and there were reason- 
able grounds to believe the mental condition would 
continue for a prolonged and indefinite period of 
time; that Jeannette had been treated for a period of 
24% years since the assault episode with little im- 
provement; and that the father had abandoned the 
child and his whereabouts were unknown. 

Both Jeannette and David were represented by 
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guardians at litem and counsel throughout all the 
proceedings. Jeannette’s position at the termina- 
tion hearing was not that she should have cus- 
tody of the child, but that the current arrangement 
of foster care and periodic visitations should contin- 
ue until Jeannette could improve to the point where 
she might function as a parent. Jeannette did not 
testify at the termination proceeding. However, a 
psychiatrist who had examined her at the request of 
her counsel did testify on her behalf. He confirmed 
the diagnosis of schizophrenia, residual type, which 
he said was substantially the same as schizophrenia, 
chronic undifferentiated type. He admitted Jean- 
nette could not meet the emotional needs of Da- 
vid, but thought the continuation of further therapy 
and counseling in parenting was worth a try, al- 
though he could not say for sure that Jeannette could 
ever function asa parent. After having called to his 
attention the types of treatment already adminis- 
tered and Jeannette’s lack of motivation, he stated 
the prospects for change were very remote. 

The evidence indicated the father of the child had 
never seen the boy nor supported him, and that the 
father’s whereabouts were unknown. 

We will not summarize the other evidence ad- 
duced at the termination hearing as it would serve 
no useful purpose. It was clearly sufficient to estab- 
lish mental illness of the mother of such a degree 
and scope as to interfere in a very high degree with 
her ability to function as a parent and to show there 
was little or no prospect of improvement, in part be- 
cause she could not or would not recognize she had a 
severe problem. 

The court announced prior to making any deter- 
mination that it would require clear and convincing 
proof of the allegations in the petition. Applying 
that standard, the evidence supported the judgment. 

We now examine the claim that section 438-209, R. 
S. Supp., 1978, is void for vagueness. The appel- 
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lant’s position is founded upon the following prem- 
ises and reasoning. The integrity of the family 
unit, in this instance the continuing legal and social 
relationship of parent and minor child, is one of the 
fundamental rights guaranteed by the Constitution 
of the United States. Stanley v. Illinois, 405 U. S. 
645, 92 S. Ct. 1208, 31 L. Ed. 2d 551. A state, there- 
fore, may not authorize the termination of that rela- 
tionship absent a showing of a compelling state in- 
terest. Section 43-209, R. S. Supp., 1978, does not de- 
scribe a compelling state interest and is so nonspecif- 
ic in its requirements that it leaves determination 
of basic policy to those who must enforce the law, 
viz, policemen, welfare officers, prosecutors, and 
judges, and so denies the mother substantive due 
process. Some of the authorities which the appel- 
lant cites and relies upon are Grayned v. City of 
Rockford, 408 U. S. 104, 92 S. Ct. 2294, 33 L. Ed. 2d 
222; Alsager v. District Court of Polk Cty., Iowa, 406 
F. Supp. 10 (S. D. Iowa, 1975); Smith v. Goguen, 415 
U.S. 566, 94S. Ct. 1242, 39 L. Ed. 2d 605. 

Section 43-202, R. S. Supp., 1978, grants the juve- 
nile court jurisdiction in the case, among others, of 
‘‘any child under the age of eighteen years ... (e) 
who is in a situation ... dangerous to life or limb. 
...’ Section 43-209, R. S. Supp., 1978, provides in 
part that the court may terminate parental rights 
when such action is in the best interests of the child 
and ‘‘one or more of the following conditions exist: 

. (5) The parents are unable to discharge parental 
responsibilities because of mental illness or mental 
deficiency, and there are reasonable grounds to be- 
lieve that such condition will continue for a pro- 
longed indeterminate period; or (6) Following upon 
a determination [of neglect or dependency] 
reasonable efforts, under the direction of the court, 
have failed to correct the conditions leading to the 
determination.’’ 

The appellant contends that terms contained in 
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sections 43-202 and 43-209, R. S. Supp., 1978, such as 
‘‘may,’’ ‘‘parental responsibilities,’ ‘‘reasonable ef- 
forts,’’ and ‘‘proper parental care,’’ are insufficient- 
ly defined, do not give the parent adequate notice of 
what is required, and leave too much discretion in 
the enforcers of the law, and are on that account 
void. 

We do not accept the appellant’s contentions. Sec- 
tion 43-202, R. S. Supp., 1978, taken as a whole, de- 
fines ‘‘parental responsibilities’ and ‘‘proper paren- 
tal care’’ in general terms. These include providing 
a home, support, subsistence, education, and other 
care necessary for the health, morals, and well- 
being of the child. It commands special care for the 
children in special need because of mental condition. 
It commands that the child not be placed in situa- 
tions dangerous to life or limb, and not be permitted 
to engage in activities injurious to his health or mor- 
als. 

Section 43-209 (2), R. S. Supp., 1978, authorizes ter- 
mination of parental rights not for merely slight or 
infrequent violations of parental responsibilities, but 
only for substantial and continuous or repeated ne- 
glect of the necessary care and protection. It further 
provides that when such neglect or prohibited con- 
duct is the consequence of mental illness or deficien- 
cy and the condition is likely to continue for a pro- 
longed and indeterminate period of time, then, un- 
der section 43-209 (5), R. S. Supp., 1978, the court 
may terminate the parental rights. 

The argument of the appellant, carried to its logi- 
cal extreme, would require that in order for a stat- 
ute to meet constitutional standards it must contain 
a precise checklist of parental responsibilities as 
well as a list of prohibitions. Society does not oper- 
ate in a historical, social, or moral vacuum. The 
terms used in the statute, while broad, must be in- 
terpreted in the light of our history, culture, general- 
ly accepted standards of morality, and the common 
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understanding of the behavior of reasonably con- 
scientious and well-intentioned parents. 

The following principles are applicable. The con- 
stitutional requirement that statutory language must 
be reasonably certain or be held void for vagueness 
is satisfied by the use of ordinary terms which find 
adequate interpretation in common usage and 
understanding. Horn v. Burns and Roe, 536 F. 2d 
251 (8th Cir., 1976). Statutes are sufficiently definite 
when they use terminology which is commonly 
grasped. United States v. Maude, 481 F. 2d 1062 (D. 
C. Cir., 1973), see especially cases cited in footnote 
45, p. 1068. Sections 43-202 and 43-209, R. S. Supp., 
1978, meet these requirements. 

Appellant’s attack upon the vagueness of the word 
“may” is particularly interesting. The argument is 
not developed, but the inference apparently is that 
this word leaves some discretion in the court as to 
whether or not parental rights may be terminated 
and results in an unlawful and arbitrary delegation 
of power, particularly when that discretion coexists 
with the general language defining parental respon- 
sibilities and prohibited conduct. If this argument 
were to be accepted, then, of course, the cure is a 
precise checklist and mandatory termination. It 
would seem to us that such specificity would be 
more destructive of family integrity than any rea- 
sonable application of the statute. The word ‘‘may”’ 
in the statute is designed to allow the judge to weigh 
each individual case in the light of the degree of se- 
riousness of the conduct, its effect upon the best in- 
terests of the child, the likelihood of continuation, 
and the results of attempted corrective measures, 
and then to determine whether or not parental rights 
must be terminated. Such discretion is not constitu- 
tionally impermissible. 

There is no doubt that among the fundamental 
rights retained by the people under Article IX of the 
Bill of Rights of the Constitution of the United States 
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is that of integrity of the family. Stanley v. Illinois, 
supra; Meyer v. Nebraska, 262 U. S. 390, 43 S. Ct. 
625, 67 L. Ed. 1042; Pierce v. Society of Sisters, 268 
U.S. 510, 45 S. Ct. 571, 69 L. Ed. 1070. It also seems 
clear to us that the integrity of the family unit de- 
pends upon the protection of its individual members 
from abuse and neglect. Clearly the State has a 
compelling interest in protecting minor children 
from serious abuse and serious neglect and that in- 
terest may be implemented by statutes such as sec- 
tions 43-202 and 43-209, R. S. Supp., 1978. 

In its judgment the court said: ‘‘For over a period 
of more than two years following upon a determina- 
tion of neglect by this Court, reasonable efforts un- 
der the direction of the Court have failed to correct 
the conditions leading to the determination of ne- 
glect. Jeannette Metteer is unable to discharge pa- 
rental responsibility because of her mental illness 
and there are reasonable grounds to believe that 
such condition will last a prolonged indeterminate 
period of time. Jeannette Metteer suffers from 
schizophrenia, chronic undifferentiated type with 
episodic paranoid trends for which she has been 
treated since November, 1975, with little change or 
improvement and said mental condition makes her 
incapable of providing care for the above named 
child. Grounds exist for termination of the parental 
rights of Jeannette Metteer under the provisions of 
Section 43-209 (5) and (6),’’ R. S. Supp., 1978. Those 
conclusions are supported by clear and convincing 
evidence. 

AFFIRMED. 
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ART-KRAFT SIGNS, INC., A CORPORATION, APPELLANT, 
v. THE COUNTY OF HALL, A BODY CORPORATE, AND DAN 
HOSTLER ET AL., APPELLEES, AND CHARLES HANNON 
ET AL., THIRD PARTY DEFENDANT APPELLEES. 

279 N. W. 2d 159 


Filed May 22, 1979. No. 42267. 


1. Counties: Highways: Statutes. The county board is vested with 
general supervision and control of the public roads located in its 
ey as provided in section 39-1402, R. R. S. 1943. 

2. _: _3: ___. The statutory definition of public roads makes 
no distinction between county roads and township roads for the 
general purposes prescribed in section 39-1402, R. R. S. 1943. 

3. Counties: Highways. In counties operating under the township or- 

ganization, the township board possesses the limited power of gen- 

eral supervision of road and culvert work. 

___:  ___. The granting of any type of interest in a county road 

or a township road is vested in the county board in which such pub- 

lic road is situated. 


Appeal from the District Court for Hall County: 
Luoyp W. KELLY, JR., Judge. Affirmed. 


Vincent L. Dowding of Luebs, Dowding, Beltzer & 
Leininger, for appellant. 


Sam Grimminger, Hall County Attorney, and Jack 
Zitterkopf, for appellees County of Hall and Dan 
Hostler. 


Heard before Krivosna, C. J., McCown, AND WHITE, 
JJ., and Ronin and HAMILTON, DISTRICT JUDGES. 


Ronin, District Judge. 

This action was brought by the plaintiff, Art-Kraft 
Signs, Inc., a corporation, in the District Court for 
Hall County, Nebraska, on December 30, 1974, to en- 
join the defendants, County of Hall, Nebraska, and 
its county engineer, Dan Hostler, from removing 
two large outdoor advertising signs owned and 
erected by plaintiff adjacent to Interstate Highway 
No. 80 in Hall County, Nebraska. The material facts 
in this case are not disputed. 

The construction of interstate highway 80 caused 
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the dead-ending of many public roads at points 
where they would have otherwise intersected with 
interstate highway 80. One such public township 
road dead-ended at a location three-quarters of a 
mile west of U. S. Highway No. 281 and interstate 
highway 80 interchange. A third party defendant 
herein, Emil Schaaf, is an abutting owner of farm- 
land to the said township road immediately north 
and adjacent to interstate highway 80. The dead- 
end portion of this township road, for some distance 
north of interstate highway 80, was seldom used by 
the public after the construction of interstate high- 
way 80. The evidence further establishes that all 
maintenance of this portion of the township road was 
stopped, the road was closed, and its surface 
allowed to seed. Emil Schaaf, as the abutting 
landowner, used said public road area as pasture. 

In 1968, plaintiff executed a ground lease agree- 
ment with Emil Schaaf for the purpose of securing 
the right to erect a sign on the township road area 
used by Emil Schaaf as pasture. The plaintiff then 
built a large billboard on the leased ground without 
the consent or knowledge of the defendant county. 
The plaintiff rented the use of the sign to the Bos- 
selman Truck Plaza. 

At approximately the same time plaintiff executed 
a similar lease agreement with third party defend- 
ant, Charles Hannon, who was an abutting land- 
owner to a county road at a location approximately 
one-quarter mile east of the same interstate high- 
way 80 interchange. Charles Hannon testified that 
previous to the erection of the sign this county road, 
adjacent to and for a considerable distance south of 
interstate highway 80, had been closed and was no 
longer maintained for road purposes. Hannon fur- 
ther testified he was verbally given permission by 
the county authorities to build a fence across the 
road. No assurance was given him, however, that 
any portion of the county road was or would be vacat- 
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ed. The plaintiff proceeded to construct a large 
billboard on the county road in accordance with his 
lease with abutting landowner Hannon. Plaintiff 
thereafter rented this sign to the Bosselman Truck 
Plaza. 

In September 1974, and again in December 1974, 
the county notified plaintiff to remove both signs 
from their locations on the closed but not vacated 
public roads. The signs were not removed and 
plaintiff brought this action seeking to enjoin the 
county from having its signs removed. The trial 
court ordered the removal of both signs within 60 
days and dismissed the previous injunction which 
had been entered. We affirm the judgment of the 
trial court. 

The plaintiff contends that counties operating un- 
der a township organization are not only relieved of 
the responsibility for the supervision and mainte- 
nance of township roads, but the county has no juris- 
diction over township roads and the county did not 
possess the authority to compel plaintiff to remove 
its sign from the township road. The west Bossel- 
man sign was constructed on a township road and 
Hall County operated under a supervisor system 
whereby each township has a township board. Sec- 
tion 39-1520, R. R. 8. 1948, cited by plaintiff in sup- 
port of its position, provides that the township board 
possesses the limited power of having general super- 
vision of road and culvert work on township roads. 

Other statutes relating to public roads, however, 
vest general supervision and control of the public 
roads in each county with the county board. Section 
39-1402, R. R. S. 1948, provides as follows: ‘‘General 
supervision and control of the public roads of each 
county is vested in the county board. The board 
shall have the power and authority of establishment, 
improvement, maintenance and abandonment of 
public roads of the county and of enforcement of the 
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laws in relation thereto as provided by the provi- 
sions of this act.”’ 

Section 39-1401 (2), R. R. S. 19438, provides: ‘‘Pub- 
lic roads shall mean all roads within this state which 
have been laid out in pursuance of any law of this 
state, and which have not been vacated in pursuance 
of law, and all roads located and opened by the coun- 
ty board * * * and traveled for more than ten years 
eK 7? 

This statutory definition of public roads makes no 
distinction between county and township roads for 
the purposes of section 39-1402, R. R. S. 1943, which 
expressly grants control over public roads with the 
county board of the county wherein they are located. 
See, also, Henneburg v. County of Burt, 160 Neb. 250, 
69 N. W. 2d 920 (1955). 

The only remaining contention of the plaintiff in 
support of its action is that under the facts in the 
record, equity requires the county to be restrained 
from removing the signs until the expiration of the 
plaintiff's lease agreements with Bosselman Truck 
Plaza. 

The record in this case establishes that the only 
representation by the county to Hannon, relating to 
the county road adjacent to interstate highway 80 
abutting his land, was that the county road was 
closed. There was no representation that the road 
would be abandoned and vacated. Sections 39-1722 
to 39-1725, R. R. 8S. 1948, provide specific procedures 
for the abandonment of county roads. These proce- 
dures were not executed in either portion of the 
roads on which the two signs are situated. The 
granting to Hannon of verbal permission to erect a 
fence across the closed county road did not convey 
to him any type of legal interest in the county road. 

The facts in this case do not warrant the applica- 
tion of equitable estoppel to create any type of equita- 
ble interest in the plaintiff or third party defend- 
ants in the subject public roads. 
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The county has general jurisdiction and control 
over both township and county roads within Hall 
County, Nebraska, and by reason thereof the county 
possesses the authority to compel the removal of 
both the signs of the plaintiff. Neither road on 
which the signs are located has been abandoned by 
law, and no prescriptive rights in the subject public 
roads were acquired by the third party defendants. 

The judgment of the trial court is, in all respects, 
affirmed. 

AFFIRMED. 


STATE OF NEBRASKA, APPELLEE, V. ARCHIE L. BRown, 
APPELLANT. 
279 N. W. 2d 161 


Filed May 22, 1979. No. 42288. 


Appeal from the District Court for Douglas Coun- 
ty: JamMES M. Murpny, Judge. Affirmed. 


Thomas M. Kenney, Douglas County Public De- 
fender, and Bennett G. Hornstein, for appellant. 


Paul L. Douglas, Attorney General, and Sharon M. 
Brueggemann, for appellee. 


Heard before KrivosHa, C. J., BosLauGH, McCown, 
CLINTON, BRODKEY, WHITE, AND HaAsTINGS, JJ. 


BRODKEY, J. 

In an information filed in the District Court for 
Douglas County on January 17, 1978, defendant, Ar- 
chie L. Brown, was charged in count I of committing 
the offense of robbery under section 28-414, R. R. S. 
1943, and charged in count II with the offense of 
using a firearm in the commission of a felony under 
section 28-1011.21, R. R. 8. 1943. The District Court 
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thereafter, on August 18, 1978, sentenced the defend- 
ant to a minimum statutory term of 3 years impris- 
onment for robbery, and to 3 years imprisonment in 
the Nebraska Penal and Correctional Complex for 
the use of a firearm in the commission thereof, said 
sentences to be served consecutively. Defendant 
has appealed those sentences to this court, alleging 
as his sole assignment of error: ‘‘The defendant is 
entitled to have his minimum statutory sentences of 
three years imprisonment each for robbery and use 
of a firearm under Sections 28-414 and 28-1011.21, R. 
R. S. 1948, vacated and this cause remanded to the 
District Court for resentencing in view of the re- 
duced statutory minimum sentence of one year’s im- 
prisonment for the same offense under Sections 28- 
324, 28-1205, and 28-105 (1), R. 8. Supp. 1978, which 
became law on January 1, 1979.”’ 

The only issue raised by this appeal is whether the 
penalty provisions of the new Nebraska Criminal 
Code should be used to determine the sentences to be 
imposed for crimes committed prior to January 1, 
1979, when a sentence has not become final by that 
date. We recently disposed of that issue in the case 
of State v. Weinacht, ante p. 124, 277 N. W. 2d 567 
(1979). Our opinion in that case controls the instant 
case, and mandates affirmance of the sentences im- 
posed by the District Court. 

AFFIRMED. 


BLANCHE E. WEBER, APPELLEE, Vv. LEROY WARING 
WEBER, APPELLANT. 
279 N. W. 2d 379 


Filed May 22, 1979. No. 42294. 


Divorce: Child Support: Accord and Satisfaction. An oral agree- 
ment to suspend a right to enforce a judgment for child support 
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may constitute an accord and satisfaction entitling a party to a re- 
lease and satisfaction of a judgment for child support. 

Appeal from the District Court for Sarpy County: 
RONALD FE}. Reacan, Judge. Affirmed in part, and in 
part reversed and remanded for further proceed- 
ings. 


Stanley H. Foster and Van A. Schroeder, for ap- 
pellant. 


Dixon G. Adams, for appellee. 


Heard before BosLaucH, McCown, BROopDKEY, and 
Wits, JJ., and Knapp, District Judge. 


McCown, J. 

This case involves the determination of amounts 
due under a judgment in a dissolution of marriage 
proceeding. The District Court granted the husband 
a credit of $1,950 against the judgment for tempo- 
rary alimony and support paid during pendency of an 
appeal, and also ordered payment of $3,250 of tem- 
porary support payments under a_ temporary 
support order entered prior to the original judgment 
in the District Court. The husband has appealed. 

This is the second appearance of this case in this 
court. See Weber v. Weber, 200 Neb. 659, 265 N. W. 
2d 436. In the first appeal the District Court entered 
a money judgment against the husband for $160,000 
in lieu of property division. The judgment provided 
for interest at 8 percent from April 1, 1977. Princi- 
pal was payable $8,000 on April 1, 1977, and $8,000 on 
each April 1 thereafter, plus interest at 8 percent on 
the unpaid balance. This court affirmed that judg- 
ment on appeal and our mandate was filed in the 
District Court on June 22, 1978. 

On June 26, 1978, the husband filed a motion in the 
District Court to stay execution on the judgment 
pending determination of the amount then due. The 
motion was overruled on June 30, 1978. Meanwhile, 
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the wife had instituted various garnishments in ex- 
ecution of the judgment. On July 6, 1978, on the 
joint application of the husband and wife for the de- 
termination of the then current liability of the hus- 
band on the judgment, the District Court entered its 
order finding that the sum of $34,271.12 had been 
paid to the clerk of the District Court, and that the 
husband had promised to pay the balance remaining 
due on the judgment of $4,602.82, and had waived 
any further rights he might have with regard to the 
garnishment proceedings, and requested the court to 
enter an order directing the payment of the gar- 
nished amounts to the wife. The order of July 6, 
1978, therefore directed the sum held by the clerk to 
‘be paid to the wife and ordered the release of the 
garnishments as of the date of issue of the husband’s 
check for payment of the balance remaining due. 
The garnishments were thereafter released. 

On July 7, 1978, the husband filed a second motion 
requesting the right to offset against the judgment 
the amount of temporary support and alimony paid 
by the husband during the pendency of the appeal in 
the Supreme Court. Hearing on this motion was 
held on July 21, 1978. At the hearing the parties stip- 
ulated that the husband had paid the total sum of 
$38,873.94 on the judgment, which was the total 
amount then due on the judgment and made the 
judgment current until April 1, 1979. Hearing on the 
motion then proceeded and the husband established 
that he had also paid and should be allowed credit of 
$1,950 for support payments during the pendency of 
the appeal. The wife conceded those payments but 
also asserted there was a $3,250 delinquency in sup- 
port payments under a previous temporary support 
order of October 24, 1975, entered prior to the orig- 
inal decree. 

On August 3, 1978, the District Court entered its 
order directing the husband to pay $3,250 unpaid sup- 
port required by the order of October 24, 1975, and 
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also ordered that the husband be given credit 
against the principal judgment in the sum of $1,950 
for support paid during the pendency of the appeal. 

On August 3, 1978, the husband filed a motion for 
new trial or reconsideration of the order in which he 
alleged the parties had agreed to an accord and sat- 
isfaction with respect to the amounts due under the 
temporary support order of October 24, 1975. The 
husband asserted that the wife had relinquished cus- 
tody of the minor daughter to the husband in 1976, 
and had agreed that such custody would be accepted 
as an accord and satisfaction of the support order 
for such child. It was also asserted that the hus- 
band had no notice that any issue of arrearages un- 
der the support order of October 24, 1975, would be 
raised at the hearing on July 21, 1978, and the hus- 
band was not present at that hearing. It was also 
asserted that his counsel was not aware of the facts 
with respect to any accord and satisfaction. 

Hearing on the motion for new trial or reconsider- 
ation was held on August 24, 1978. The court sus- 
tained a continuing objection to all evidence as to 
any accord and satisfaction but permitted the hus- 
band to introduce evidence as an offer of proof. The 
offer of proof, if the evidence were accepted, tended 
to establish an accord and satisfaction. At the con- 
Clusion of the hearing the District Court denied the 
motion. 

The husband has appealed from the order of June 
30, 1978, overruling the motion to stay execution on 
the judgment, and from the order of the District 
Court overruling his motion for new trial or reconsid- 
eration directed against the order of August 3, 1978, 
ordering him to pay $3,250 in arrearages on the tem- 
porary support order of October 24, 1975. 

With respect to the order of June 30, 1978, the hus- 
band contends that interest on the 1977 judgment of 
the District Court did not begin to run until June 22, 
1978, when the mandate of this court was filed with 
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the clerk of the District Court, and that execution on 
the judgment should have been stayed to determine 
the correct amount due. Neither proposition is sup- 
portable. The judgment of the District Court speci- 
fied the amount of the monetary award, the rate of 
interest and the date from which it was to be com- 
puted, and the dates of payment of principal and in- 
terest. The affirmance of that judgment by this 
court on appeal relates back to the original rendition 
of the judgment and makes the judgment effective 
as of that date in accordance with its terms. 

Ordinarily after affirmance on appeal a judgment 
for the recovery of money only is not subject to a 
stay of execution. Even if there were any doubt on 
that issue, however, the stipulation of the parties as 
to the amount due on the judgment and the order of 
the court based on that stipulation make the issue 
moot. The order of June 30, 1978, overruling the mo- 
tion for stay of execution was correct and is af- 
firmed. 

The second motion and order involved in this 
appeal follow a mass of interrelated pleadings and 
overlapping hearings, and the order of August 38, 
1978, relates to two different judgments. One is the 
principal judgment in this case and the other is a 
preliminary order for temporary support entered be- 
fore the entry of the original decree. The motion of 
July 7, 1978, sought credit against the principal judg- 
ment for support payments made during the appeal 
under an order dated April 15, 1977, which by its 
terms allowed a credit against the judgment for 
such payments. The pleadings did not introduce 
any other issue. On its face the motion, and pre- 
sumably the hearing, was limited to the issues 
raised by the pleadings. The evidence produced es- 
tablished that the husband had paid $1,950 for sup- 
port during the pendency of the appeal and was en- 
titled to credit for that amount against the judg- 
ment. The wife tacitly conceded that issue, but in- 
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troduced a new issue at the hearing. She contended 
that there were arrearages in temporary support 
payments ordered prior to the original decree, and 
argued that the husband should be ordered to pay 
them. The husband was not present at the hearing 
and his counsel was not aware of the facts with re- 
spect to the support order of October 24, 1975. 

The order of the District Court of August 3, 1978, 
granted the husband’s motion and credited the sum 
of $1,950 against the judgment for support payments 
made under the 1977 order during the pendency of 
the appeal. The order also required the husband to 
pay the sum of $3,250 as required by the temporary 
support order dated October 24, 1975. The husband 
“immediately objected to that portion of the order re- 
quiring payments on the temporary support order of 
1975 and filed his motion for new trial or reconsider- 
ation. 

At the hearing on that motion the husband was de- 
nied the right to introduce any evidence as to any ac- 
cord and satisfaction but was permitted to make an 
offer of proof. Without expressing any view as to 
the weight and validity of the facts presented in the 
offer of proof, it was sufficient, if believed, to estab- 
lish a prima facie case of accord and satisfaction. 
The District Court overruled the motion for new trial 
or reconsideration and the only real issue on this ap- 
peal is whether the husband had a right to be heard 
on the issue of an accord and satisfaction with re- 
spect to any portion of the support payments re- 
quired by the temporary support order of October 
24, 1975. 

An oral agreement to suspend a right to enforce a 
judgment for child support may constitute an accord 
and satisfaction entitling a party to a release and 
satisfaction of a judgment for child support. See 
Ruehle v. Ruehle, 161 Neb. 691, 74 N. W. 2d 689. The 
husband here was entitled to plead and prove that 
his child support obligations as to one of the minor 
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children of the parties had been discharged by an 
agreement between husband and wife amounting to 
an accord and satisfaction. 

The husband’s absence from the original hearing 
may not have constituted an adequate ground to 
claim accident or surprise as to an issue raised by 
the pleadings or necessarily involved in the hearing. 
Nevertheless, it is clear that arrearages in support 
under the temporary order of October 24, 1975, were 
not within the issues of the pleadings at the hearing 
on the motion involved here. If the husband is to be 
ordered to pay a specific liability as to which he 
may have a valid defense, he should at least have 
notice and an opportunity to be heard and to present 
evidence in his defense. Whether the motion be 
treated as a motion for new trial or a motion for re- 
consideration of an order, the husband was entitled 
to due process and to have the evidence considered 
by the court. 

The order of the District Court of August 3, 1978, 
was correct in granting the husband a credit of 
$1,950 for support paid during the pendency of the 
appeal. The remainder of the order of August 3, 
1978, including the provision for $75 attorney’s fees, 
is vacated and the cause remanded to the District 
Court for further proceedings as to amounts due un- 
der the temporary support order of October 24, 1975. 
No attorney’s fees are allowed in this court. 

AFFIRMED IN PART, AND IN 

ParRT REVERSED AND REMANDED 

For FURTHER PROCEEDINGS. 
Krivosua, C. J., concurring. , 

I would add only that in Ruehle, supra, we pointed 
out that ‘‘An accord and satisfaction is predicated 
upon an agreement between the parties based upon 
a consideration * * *.’’ (Emphasis supplied.) We in 
no way depart from that essential requirement of 
sufficient consideration. A mere oral agreement ab- 
sent consideration would not be sufficient. 
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STATE OF NEBRASKA, APPELLEE, V. DELWYN L. SPEICHER 
AND ELMER J. HERRICK, APPELLANTS. 
279 N. W. 2d 162 
Filed May 22, 1979. Nos. 42397, 42398. 

Motor Vehicles: Statutes. The classification of a vehicle as a truck- 
tractor under section 39-602, R. S. Supp., 1978, is not changed by the 
addition of a box to the vehicle if the design and primary use of the 
vehicle is to draw other vehicles, and any load carried by the truck- 
tractor, other than a part of the weight of the vehicle and the load 
so drawn, is merely incidental to its primary use. 

Appeal from the District Court for Lincoln Coun- 
ty: KEITH WINDRUM, Judge. Affirmed. 


John P. Murphy of Ruff & Murphy, for appellants. 


Paul L. Douglas, Attorney General, and Sharon M. 
Brueggemann, for appellee. 


Heard before Krivosna, C. J., BoSLAUGH, McCown, 
CLINTON, BRODKEY, WHITE, and HASstTINGs, JJ. 


BOSLAUGH, J. 

The defendants were charged in separate com- 
plaints with violating section 39-6,179 (1) (b), R. S. 
Supp., 1978, which prohibits the operation of a trac- 
tor and semitrailer having a combined length in ex- 
cess of 60 feet. The defendants were found guilty in 
county court and the judgments were affirmed in the 
District Court. They have now appealed to this 
court. 

The parties stipulated that the tractor and semi- 
trailer operated by the defendant Speicher was 64 
feet in length and the tractor and semitrailer oper- 
ated by the defendant Herrick was 63 feet, 11 inches 
in length. 

The defendants claim that the vehicles which they 
were operating were a combination of a truck and 
trailer which under the statute may be 65 feet in 
length. § 39-6,179 (1) (c), R. S. Supp., 1978. Sec- 
tion 39-602, R. S. Supp., 1978, defines a semitrailer, 
trailer, truck, and truck-tractor as follows: ‘‘(88) 
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Semitrailer shall mean any vehicle, with or without 
motive power, designed to carry persons or property 
and to be drawn by a motor vehicle and so con- 
structed that some part of its weight and that of its 
load rests upon or is carried by another vehicle; 
* ** (107) Trailer shall mean any vehicle, with or 
without motive power, designed for carrying persons 
or property and for being drawn by a motor vehicle 
and so constructed that no part of its weight rests 
upon the towing vehicle; * ** (109) Truck shall 
mean any motor vehicle designed, used, or main- 
tained primarily for the transportation of property; 
(110) Truck-tractor shall mean any motor vehicle 
designed and primarily used for drawing other vehi- 
cles and not so constructed as to carry a load other 
than a part of the weight of the vehicle and load so 
drawn; * * *.”’ 

A photograph of the vehicle operated by the de- 
fendant Herrick is in evidence. It is apparent that 
the vehicle was a tractor and semitrailer with a box 
approximately the size of the cab located behind the 
cab of the tractor. The box was equipped with doors 
and was of sufficient size that property could be car- 
ried init. The defendant contends that the addition 
of the box required the tractor to be classified as a 
truck because the tractor could now be used to carry 
a load other than a part of the weight of the trailer 
drawn by it. 

The difficulty with the defendant’s theory is that 
the statute defines a truck as a motor vehicle de- 
signed, used, or maintained primarily for the trans- 
portation of property. It is obvious that the use of 
the vehicle to haul objects in the box behind the cab 
was incidental to the primary use of the vehicle 
which was to draw trailers. Since the vehicle was 
designed and primarily used for drawing other vehi- 
cles, it was a truck-tractor under the statute. 

The record indicates that photographs of the vehi- 
cle operated by the defendant Speicher were fur- 
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nished to the county court after the hearing. Since 
the photographs do not appear in the bill of excep- 
tions, we presume the evidence was sufficient to sus- 
tain the decision of the county court. 
The judgments are affirmed. 
AFFIRMED. 


ERVIN E. IMIG, PERSONAL REPRESENTATIVE OF THE 
ESTATE oF LOIS B. SCHAAP, DECEASED, APPELLANT, V. 
WILLIAM MARCH, PERSONAL REPRESENTATIVE OF THE 
ESTATE oF OTTo FE’. SCHAAP, DECEASED, APPELLEE. 
279 N. W. 2d 382 


Filed May 29, 1979. No. 41941. 


1. Torts: Husband and Wife: Negligence: Case Overruled. The 
common law doctrine of interspousal tort immunity pronounced in 
Emerson v. Western Seed & Irrigation Co., 116 Neb. 180, 216 N. W. 
297 (1927), is abrogated. 

2. Torts: Husband and Wife: Negligence. The personal representa- 
tive of a decedent may maintain a wrongful death action based on 
the alleged negligence of decedent’s spouse. 


Appeal from the District Court for Douglas Coun- 
ty: DonaLtp J. Hamitton, Judge. Reversed and re- 
manded. 


M. J. Bruckner and Gary J. Nedved of Marti, Dal- 
ton, Bruckner, O’Gara & Keating, for appellant. 


Patrick H. McDonnell, for appellee. 


Heard before KrivosHa, C. J., BOSLAUGH, McCown, 
CLINTON, BRODKEY, WHITE, and Hastincs, JJ. 


HASTINGS, J. 

This is a wrongful death action brought by the per- 
sonal representative of a deceased wife against the 
personal representative of her deceased husband. 
Lois B. Schaap was the only other passenger in an 
airplane piloted by Otto F’. Schaap, and the petition 
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alleged that his acts of negligence and gross negli- 
gence were the proximate cause of the crash which 
occurred on February 26, 1977, resulting in these 
deaths. Defendant filed a demurrer questioning 
plaintiff’s capacity to sue because of the marriage 
relationship which existed between the two dece- 
dents at the time of the accident. The trial court, 
although expressing the opinion that its decision 
might be overturned, felt that it was bound by the 
law as previously established by this court and sus- 
tained the demurrer. Plaintiff appealed. The issue 
is whether we should adhere to the traditional rule of 
interspousal immunity as it applies to tort liability. 

Essentially, plaintiff argues that the doctrine of in- 
terspousal tort immunity is of judicial origin and 
this court has the power to modify or abolish it in the 
absence of legislative action to the contrary. De- 
fendant insists that the doctrine was adopted by the 
Legislature when it adopted the common law of Eng- 
land by virtue of section 49-101, R. R. S. 19438, and its 
predecessor, the Revised Statutes of the Territory of 
Nebraska, July 1, 1866. 

The doctrine was first judicially pronounced in 
Emerson v. Western Seed & Irrigation Co., 116 Neb. 
180, 216 N. W. 297 (1927). In that case, this court 
held that the statutes which granted married women 
certain independent contract and property rights 
and the right to sue and be sued did not authorize a 
suit by a wife against her husband to recover dam- 
ages for injuries to her person. In a somewhat 
simplistic justification of its position, the court ex- 
pressed itself with this language: ‘‘The legislation 
of this state apparently was designed to remove dis- 
abilities from married women, so as to place the 
sexes in equal position before the law. This was ful- 
ly attained. The husband may not sue the wife for 
tort. Both spouses have the same disability and the 
equality is complete.”’ 

Although, as indicated, the court in Emerson re- 
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lied to a certain extent on the so-called ‘‘married 
woman’s act,’’ as did Skinner v. Skinner, 38 Neb. 
756, 57 N. W. 534 (1894), it did not cite Skinner. The 
holding in Skinner was limited to permitting a wife 
to sue her husband in contract for the use of real es- 
tate belonging to her, but its language was of consid- 
erably greater breadth. This was manifested by 
an answer to a non sequitur advanced by the hus- 
band’s counsel that the act, which permits a mar- 
ried woman to sue in the same manner as if she 
were unmarried, does not authorize her to sue her 
husband because if she were unmarried she would 
have none to sue. The court replied: ‘‘The answer 
to this proposition is, ‘that if this woman was unmar- 
ried, she could at common law sue this man; being a 
married women, she could not at common law sue 
her husband, or any one else; but the statute having 
removed her common law disability in that respect, 
she may now sue any person whom she could sue, 
either at common law or under the statute, if she 
were unmarried. Her legal ability to sue and be 
sued is not limited to matters having reference to 
her separate property, trade, or business, as is her 
legal ability to make contracts.’ ”’ 

In an even earlier case, May v. May, 9 Neb. 16, 2 
N. W. 221 (1879), this court, in permitting suit by a 
wife against her husband on a promissory note, cited 
with approval this rather broad and liberating lan- 
guage from an 1856 California case: ‘‘ ‘The present 
policy of the law is to recognize the separate legal 
and civil existence of the wife, and separate rights of 
property, and the very recognition by the law of 
such separate existence and rights at law, as well as 
in equity, to hold and enjoy separate property, in- 
volves a necessity for opening the doors of the judi- 
cial tribunals to her in order that the rights guaran- 
teed to her may be protected and enforced.’ ”’ 

Both Emerson and Skinner cited the progenitor of 
section 25-1201, R. R. S. 1943, now repealed, which 
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prohibited a husband or wife from testifying ‘‘con- 
cerning any communication made by one to the 
other during the marriage.’’ What effect that had in 
Emerson is not revealed with any certainty, but in 
any event, that statute has been repealed and re- 
placed by section 27-505, R. R. S. 1943, which limits 
the prohibition to ‘‘any confidential communica- 
tion.”’ 

The real basis for the decision in Emerson may be 
found in the following language from the opinion: 
“‘An examination of the decisions of other jurisdic- 
tions discloses a great weight of opinion opposed to 
opening a field of litigation between spouses in tort 
actions by means of judicial interpretation and with- 
out unmistakable legislative action. The procedural 
difficulties, the dangers of disrupting the secrecy 
and serenity of marital relations, the avenue for 
fraud, the startling innovation in permitting such 
controversies, and the lack of clear legislative in- 
dorsement have all been assigned as ample reasons 
for the refusal of the courts to sanction, by supplying 
statutory interpretation, a new form of litigation 
manifestly requiring unequivocal legislation for its 
existence.’’ These considerations include all of the 
traditional reasons advanced by the courts of the 
United States for prohibiting tort suits between 
spouses. These suits are now rejected in approxi- 
mately one-half of the states. 

However, Nebraska seems to have been unique in 
assigning ‘‘procedural difficulties’? as a reason for 
adopting the doctrine. It is difficult to envision what 
these ‘‘difficulties’’ might be which are any different 
than those arising in either a marriage dissolution 
case, a criminal charge, or a suit involving contract 
or property rights. 

Perhaps the best answer to the ‘‘secrecy and seren- 
ity’’ argument is the response of Professor Pros- 
ser, cited with approval in many cases, including 
Brooks v. Robinson, 259 Ind. 16, 284 N. E. 2d 794 
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(1972): ‘‘ ‘The chief reason relied upon by all these 
courts, however, is that personal tort actions be- 
tween husband and wife would disrupt and destroy 
the peace and harmony of the home, which is 
against the policy of the law. This is on the bald 
theory that after a husband has beaten his wife, 
there is a state of peace and harmony left to be dis- 
turbed; and that if she is sufficiently injured or 
angry to sue him for it, she will be soothed and de- 
terred from reprisals by denying her the legal reme- 
dy — and this even though she has left him or di- 
vorced him for that very ground, and although the 
same courts refuse to find any disruption of domes- 
tic tranquillity if she sues him for a tort to her prop- 
erty, or brings a criminal prosecution against him. 
If this reasoning appeals to the reader, let him by all 
means adopt it.” Prosser, Law of Torts, 863 (4th Ed. 
1971).” 

The ‘‘avenue for fraud’’ objection is likewise ra- 
tionally answered in Brooks v. Robinson, supra: 
‘‘Those who advocate this view have simply con- 
cluded that since the possibility exists that tort liti- 
gation between husband and wife will not constitute 
a truly adversary proceeding, we should therefore 
close the courtroom doors to these parties and leave 
the injured to suffer his loss and the wrongdoer to 
escape his liability. To adopt such a view requires 
the blanket assumption that our court system is so 
ill-fitted to deal with such litigation that the only rea- 
sonable alternative to allowing husband-wife tort lit- 
igation is to summarily deny all relief to this class 
of litigants. It should be noted that this ‘reasonable 
alternative’ is absolutely contrary to the spirit of our 
legal system — namely, that an injured party may 
seek redress for his injuries in our courts.’’ It is the 
regular business of the courts to find the truth. We 
ought not deny what should be due the many for fear 
that the judicial process cannot weed out the spur- 
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ious claims of a few. Immer v. Risko, 56 N. J. 482, 
267 A. 2d 481 (1970). 

It is somewhat difficult to know just what the 
court in Emerson was referring to in its ‘‘startling 
innovation’’ reason for denying this type of action. 
Undoubtedly it was tied up in the old common law 
doctrine of the unity of husband and wife, or as Pro- 
fessor Prosser states in his Law of Torts, s. 122 (4th 
Ed., 1971): ‘‘It has been said, whether humorously 
or not, that at common law husband and wife were 
one person, and that person was the husband * * *. It 
is perhaps idle to speculate at this late date as to 
how far the historical basis of these rules is a mix- 
ture of the Bible and medieval metaphysics, the 
position of the father of the family in Roman law, 
the natural law concept of the family as an informal 
unit of government with the physically stronger per- 
son at the head, or the property law of feudalism. A 
combination of all these incidents made it impossi- 
ble to maintain a tort action between husband and 
wife. If the man were the tort-feasor, the woman’s 
right would be a chose in action which the husband 
would have the right to reduce to possession, and he 
must be joined as a plaintiff against himself and the 
proceeds recovered must be paid to him; and if the 
tort involved property, the wife had no right of pos- 
session to support the action. If the wife committed 
the tort, the huband would be liable to himself for it, 
and must be joined as a defendant in his own action. 
As a result, it was held that neither spouse could 
maintain an action against the other for either a per- 
sonal or a property tort, whether it was committed 
before or during marriage; and the action was not 
maintainable even after divorce, which came late in 
the English law, after these rules were well estab- 
lished.”’ 

It would appear that in light of the so-called ‘‘mar- 
ried woman’s act’’ the historical basis for inter- 
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spousal immunity no longer exists. If this be a 
“startling innovation,” so be it. 

Finally, according to Emerson, there is a ‘‘lack of 
clear legislative indorsement.”’ The Michigan court 
in Mosier v. Carney, 376 Mich. 532, 188 N. W. 2d 343 
(1965), discussed the interpretations placed by var- 
ious courts on the married woman’s act vis-a-vis in- 
terspousal immunity, and came to this conclusion: 
“The fact that virtually the same statutory language 
is subject to varying interpretations by these courts 
suggests strongly that the actual basis for many of 
their decisions is a reappraisal of the common law 
and its rejection because no longer applicable to the 
facts of modern civilization. 

‘‘We shall pursue a more forthright course in our 
disposition of the cases at bar. Since the doctrine of 
interspousal tort immunity is a creation of the com- 
mon law and since such doctrine has never been 
codified in this State, it is our duty to re-examine it 
and, if necessary to avoid continuing injustice, to 
change it.’’ 

Actually, we need not go outside our own jurisdic- 
tion. The rule exempting governmental subdivi- 
sions from tort liability was grounded on the com- 
mon law, adopted by this court in Gillespie v. City of 
Lincoln, 35 Neb. 34, 52 N. W. 811 (1892), and abro- 
gated in Brown v. City of Omaha, 183 Neb. 430, 160 
N. W. 2d 805 (1968). The words justifying the court’s 
action in the latter case are these: ‘‘ ‘The dozen or 
so state supreme courts that have recently abro- 
gated the immunity doctrine have recognized that 
an unjust and irrational principle cannot be allowed 
to persist on the hollow ground that changing an an- 
tiquated rule is a job for the legislature.’ ”’ 

In Duncan v. Nebraska Sanitarium & Benevolent 
Ass’n., 92 Neb. 162, 187 N. W. 1120 (1912), this court 
adopted the rule of charitable institution immunity 
with these final words: ‘‘While there is a diversity 
of opinion as to the reasons for the rule, the doctrine 
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itself is firmly established.’’ (Emphasis supplied.) 
In Myers v. Drozda, 180 Neb. 183, 141 N. W. 2d 852 
(1966), this ‘‘firmly established’’ doctrine was re- 
pealed: ‘‘If this exemption formerly met a need, it 
has had its day. ** * If we endorsed legislation by 
silence, we erred. * * * Stare decisis ‘was intended, 
not to effect a ‘‘petrifying rigidity,’ but to assure the 
justice that flows from certainty and stability. * ** 
we would be abdicating ‘‘our own function, in a field 
peculiarly nonstatutory,’’ were we to insist on legis- 
lation and ‘‘refuse to reconsider an old and unsatis- 
factory court-made rule.’’ 

«© « ** * judges of an earlier generation declared 
the immunity simply because they believed it to be a 
sound instrument of judicial policy which would fur- 
ther the moral, social and economic welfare of the 
people of the State. When judges of a later genera- 
tion firmly reach a contrary conclusion they must be 
ready to discharge their own judicial responsibilities 
in conformance with modern concepts and needs.’ ”’ 

Restatement, Torts 2d, § 895 F, p. 423, adopted 
and promulgated May 19, 1977, but published and re- 
leased in 1979, provides as follows: ‘‘Husband and 
Wife (1) A husband or wife is not immune from tort 
liability to the other solely by reason of that rela- 
tionship.’”’ It perhaps is obvious, but in adopting 
such a rule this court is aware of the existence of 
some problems which are covered in Comment h. of 
section 895 F, and Comment k. of section 895 G, i.e., 
the intimacy of the family relationship may affect 
the determination of whether conduct is negligent or 
not, whereas if the conduct giving rise to an injury 
does not grow out of the family relationship, the 
existence of negligence may be determined as if the 
parties were not related. In other words, negligence 
in some instances may depend upon the conduct of 
an ‘ordinary, prudent spouse’’ rather than an ‘‘or- 
dinary, prudent person.”’ 

Having concluded that the reasons for adopting 
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the doctrine in the first instance are no longer judicial- 
ly sound, and finding no legislative barriers exist- 
ing, we hereby abrogate the common law doctrine of 
interspousal tort immunity. This approach com- 
pletely reflects both the spirit and the letter of sec- 
tion 25-305, R. R. 8. 1943, ‘‘A woman may while mar- 
ried sue and be sued in the same manner as if she 
were unmarried’’ and Article 1, section 13 of the 
Constitution of the State of Nebraska which pro- 
vides: ‘‘All courts shall be open, and every person, 
for any injury done him in his lands, goods, person 
or reputation, shall have a remedy by due course of 
law, and justice administered without denial or de- 
lay.”’ 

Section 30-809, R. R. S. 1943, provides in part: 
“‘Whenever the death of a person shall be caused by 
the wrongful act * * * of any person * * * and the act 
* * * is such as would, if death had not ensued, have 
entitled the party injured to maintain an action and 
recover damages ** * the person who * * * would 
have been liable if death had not ensued, shall be 
liable to an action for damages, notwithstanding the 
death of the person injured * * *.’’ Having held to- 
day that plaintiff’s decedent, if death had not en- 
sued, would have been entitled to maintain an action 
against defendant’s decedent, the plaintiff does have 
capacity to sue in this instance and the petition 
states a cause of action. 

The judgment is reversed and the cause remanded 
to the trial court for further proceedings consistent 
with this opinion. 

REVERSED AND REMANDED. 

CLINTON, J., dissenting. 

I respectfully dissent from the majority opinion. 
The court abolishes the doctrine of interspousal im- 
munity for negligent torts by means of examining 
and demolishing the various specious reasons which 
the courts have used in the past to support the doc- 
trine, or by demonstrating the present inapplicabil- 
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ity of reasons formerly relied upon. The short- 
coming of the opinion, I believe, is that it does not 
even once ask nor attempt to determine whether 
there still exist sound reasons which support the doc- 
trine. I believe such reasons exist and are of suffi- 
cient importance to continue the immunity as a mat- 
ter of policy. 

If one spouse is to respond in money damages to 
the other spouse or the estate of a spouse or, as in 
this case, the estate of one to the estate of the other 
for the benefit of those who suffered economically by 
the death of the wife, it must be assumed the judg- 
ment may, in whole or in part, be paid by either the 
tort-feasor or his or her estate. Such payment ob- 
viously will affect, perhaps seriously, the financial 
integrity and security of the family as a whole and 
bring with it other concomitant disharmonies. If 
one could be sure an insurer is going to pay the bill 
in every case, then, of course, these objections are 
removed. Of that though we cannot be sure. 

One can conjure various factual situations in 
which bad results will occur from abolition of im- 
munity. We will give only a few illustrations. One 
may concur under the apparent facts of this case. 
The beneficiaries of Mrs. Schaap’s estate are her 
children by a prior marriage, not the children of the 
deceased couple. It also appears her children are 
all of legal age. Does Mr. Schaap have children who 
are dependent upon him for support? Are they the 
ones who might suffer because of a judgment which 
might be rendered? We do not know. 

Let us assume another situation. A family has a 
handicapped child. Their estate plan calls for this 
child’s needs to be first met or, perhaps because the 
estate is relatively small, to be met exclusive of the 
needs of other children who are or soon will be capa- 
ble of supporting themselves. An estate plan such 
as this may be completely disrupted by a judgment 
which the estate or one spouse must pay. 
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One might argue that no suit will be filed if the 
judgment will be paid from family funds. We can- 
not be sure of this, especially where, as is common 
these days, each spouse has children of whom the 
other is not the parent, adoptive or biological. That 
may be this very case. 

I would abolish interspousal immunity in the case 
of negligent torts only in those cases where, and to 
the extent that, the risk is one covered by liability in- 
surance. I would further make the pleading of cov- 
erage an element of the cause of action — for to the 
extent that insurance covers the liability, the policy 
provisions behind the immunity doctrine do not ap- 
ply. This is what has been done in some cases 
where the doctrine of governmental or charitable 
immunity has been modified. 

Intentional torts involve somewhat different con- 
siderations. They are not covered by liability insur- 
ance and what should be done in those cases pre- 
sents a different question which can be solved when 
the question arises. The quotation in the opinion 
from Professor Prosser is irrelevant to the case be- 
fore us. 


IN RE ESTATE OF DONALD L. CHILDS, DECEASED. 
JOLENE A. WALLACE, PERSONAL REPRESENTATIVE OF 
THE EXSTATE OF LESLEY L. CHILDS, DECEASED, 
APPELLANT, V. ESTATE OF DONALD L. CHILDS ET AL., 
APPELLEES. 

279 N. W. 2d 388 


Filed May 29, 1979. No. 41855. 


Appeal from the District Court for Buffalo County: 
DEWAYNE WoLF, Judge. Reversed and remanded. 


Luebs, Dowding, Beltzer & Leininger, for appellant. 
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Baylor, Evnen, Baylor, Curtiss & Grimit, for ap- 
pellees. 


Heard before KRivosHa, C. J.. McCown, CLINTON, 
and Bropkey, JJ., and STANLEY, District Judge. 


PER CURIAM. 

This is a wrongful death action brought by the per- 
sonal representative of a deceased wife against the 
personal representative of her deceased husband. 
Lesley L. Childs was the only other passenger in an 
airplane piloted by Donald L. Childs, her husband, 
and the petition alleged that the husband’s acts of 
negligence and gross negligence were the proximate 
cause of an airplane crash which occurred on Au- 
gust 15, 1976, killing both husband and wife. 

The District Court, on appeal from a disallowance 
of the claim by the county court, sustained a demur- 
rer and dismissed the amended petition on appeal. 
The plaintiff has appealed to this court and the issue 
is whether the traditional rule of interspousal im- 
munity should be retained in tort actions. 

This case is controlled by the case of Imig v. 
March, ante p. 537, 279 N. W. 2d 382, released on 
the 29th day of May 1979. The judgment is reversed 
and the cause remanded to the District Court for fur- 
ther proceedings consistent with the opinion in Imig 
v. March, supra. 

REVERSED AND REMANDED WITH 
DIRECTIONS. 

CLINTON, J., dissenting. 

I dissent for the reasons stated in my dissent in 
Imig v. March, ante p. 537, 279 N. W. 2d 382. 
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SAMUEL JONES, APPELLEE, V. RICHARD NORVAL ET AL., 
APPELLEES, IMPLEADED WITH FARMERS MUTUAL 
INSURANCE COMPANY OF NEBRASKA, APPELLANT. 

279 N. W. 2d 388 


Filed May 29, 1979. No. 42043. 


1. Insurance: Negligence: Damages: Intent. An injury is ‘‘expect- 
ed or intended’ from the standpoint of the insured if a reason for 
an insured’s act is to inflict bodily injury or if the character of the 
act is such that an intention to inflict an injury can be inferred as a 
matter of law. 

2. Assault and Battery: Insurance: Intent. Where an 18-year-old 
man intentionally hits another person in the face with his fist, with 
force enough to knock the person unconscious, an intent to cause 
bodily injury can be inferred as a matter of law, and the subjective 
intent of the actor is immaterial. 


Appeal from the District Court for Seward County: 
WitLiAM H. Norton, Judge. Reversed and re- 
manded with directions to dismiss. 


Barlow, Johnson, DeMars & Flodman and John F. 
Recknor, for appellant. 


Michael O. Johanns and Scott T. Robertson of Pe- 
terson, Bowman, Larsen & Swanson, for appellee 
Jones. 


Heard before Krivosna, C. J., BosLauGH, McCown, 
CLINTON, BRODKEY, WHITE, and HastTincs, JJ. 


McCown, J. 

This is an action for a declaratory judgment that a 
homeowner’s insurance policy provided coverage 
for a judgment against an assured for a willful and 
intentional assault. The District Court, after trial, 
granted plaintiff's motion for a directed verdict and 
entered judgment for the plaintiff and against the 
defendant, Farmers Mutual Insurance Company of 
Nebraska, for $5,000, the amount of the assault judg- 
ment, less a stipulated credit. The insurance com- 
pany has appealed. 

In November 1975, plaintiff, Samuel Jones, recov- 
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ered a judgment against the defendant, Richard 
Norval, for $5,000 and costs for a willful, intentional 
assault in which Norval hit Jones in the face with his 
fist and broke Jones’ jaw. Richard Norval was an 
18-year-old minor who resided with his parents in 
their home and was an insured person under a 
homeowner’s insurance policy, issued by the defend- 
ant, Farmers Mutual Insurance Company of Nebras- 
ka. Plaintiff’s demand for payment of the judgment 
was rejected by the insurance company upon the 
ground that the insurance policy excluded coverage 
for the assault. This action for. declaratory judg- 
ment followed. 

The matter was tried by stipulation of the parties 
on the basis of the testimony in the prior assault 
trial and on the depositions of the plaintiff and the 
defendant, Richard Norval. The evidence establish- 
ed that on October 4, 1973, Richard Norval went to 
Jones’ residence to talk to him about certain deroga- 
tory remarks about Norval that Jones had supposed- 
ly made to Norval’s girl friend. Norval was 18 years 
old and a 3-sport athlete who had graduated from 
high school the preceding spring. Jones was a sen- 
ior in high school. When Norval arrived at the 
Jones’ residence, he asked Jones to come out on the 
porch and the two discussed the matter for approxi- 
mately 10 minutes. At that time Jones attempted to 
go into the house, but Norval placed his hand against 
the door to prevent it. Jones pushed Norval’s hand 
away and Norval hit Jones in the face, striking him 
with his closed fist, knocking him out, and breaking 
his jaw. Norval’s testimony was that he did not in- 
tend to injure Jones, that he reacted instinctively, 
and that he did not expect to hurt Jones. The follow- 
ing question and answer are crucial. ‘“‘Q. *** 
whether or not you intended to cause harm, you in- 
tended to hit him? That’s true, isn’t it? A. Yes, 
that’s true.’’ Essentially Norval’s testimony was 
that although he intended to hit Jones, he only in- 
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tended to cause a sting or a bruise but not a serious 
injury that would require medical attention. 

The insurance policy contained an exclusion provid- 
ing: ‘‘This policy does not apply: *** to bodily 
injury or property damage which is either expected 
or intended from the standpoint of the Insured.’’ The 
District Court specifically found that Norval did not 
expect or intend to cause injury or damage to the 
plaintiff and did not act with the specific intent to 
cause harm. The District Court sustained plaintiff’s 
motion for directed verdict and entered judgment 
against the defendant insurance company in the 
amount of $5,000 less a stipulated $984 credit. The 
court also taxed attorney’s fees and costs to the de- 
fendant. 

The critical issue in this case is whether Norval 
expected or intended to cause bodily injury to Jones 
and whether. or not the subjective testimony of Nor- 
val that he did not intend to injure Jones is sufficient 
to raise a factual issue of intent for submission to the 
fact finder. 

In State Farm Fire & Cas. Co. v. Muth, 190 Neb. 
248, 207 N. W. 2d 364, this court specifically consid- 
ered the language of the exclusion involved here. In 
that case we affirmed the trial court’s determination 
that a youth who fired a B-B gun from a slowly mov- 
ing automobile without specific aim and struck a 
schoolmate did not intend or expect to do bodily in- 
jury to the schoolmate, but only intended to scare 
him. In that case we held that: ‘‘[UJnder the lan- 
guage of the exclusion in question, an injury is either 
expected or intended if the insured acted with the 
specific intent to cause harm to a third party. It 
seems to us to be immaterial whether the injury 
which results was specifically intended, i.e., the ex- 
clusion would apply even though the injury is differ- 
ent from that intended or anticipated.’’ This court 
recognized that it was difficult to precisely delineate 
the scope of the rule and it cited and discussed nu- 
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merous cases illustrating the scope of the rule. We 
said: ‘‘The term ‘expected’ when used in associa- 
tion with ‘intended’ carries the connotation of a high 
degree of certainty or probability and seems to be 
used to practically equate with ‘intended,’ because 
one expects the consequences of what one intends.” 
This court pointed out in the Muth case the practical 
factual differences which distinguish that case from 
the one now before us. In the Muth case we said: 
“Tf, in the situation before us, the trial court had 
found that Allen had intended to hit James, even - 
though he might have intended no serious injury, the 
language of the exclusion would have eliminated 
coverage.”’ 

In the case now before us there is no way in which 
Norval can avoid his specific admission that he in- 
tended to hit Jones, and there is no escape from the 
fact that he hit him hard enough to break his jaw 
and knock him out. A physically mature 18-year-old 
athlete who intentionally hits another person in the 
face with his fist hard enough to break his jaw and 
render him unconscious must be said to expect or in- 
tend the natural, normal consequences of his own in- 
tentional act. In the language of the Muth case, 
such a rule ‘‘will tend to promote the public policy of 
excluding coverage where there is a deliberate in- 
tention to cause physical harm or where, * * * such 
intention must be attributed as a matter of law be- 
cause the acts are of such a nature that the injury 
must necessarily be expected.’’ Numerous cases 
support that position. In Rankin v. Farmers Eleva- 
tor Mutual Insurance Company, 393 F. 2d 718 (10th 
Cir., 1968), the insured deliberately sideswiped a 
motorcycle causing personal injuries to the rider. 
The court said: ‘‘Where an intentional act results in 
injuries which are the natural and probable conse- 
quences of the act, the injuries as well as the act are 
intentional.’’ 

In Hins v. Heer, 259 N. W. 2d 38 (N. D., 1977), an 
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intentional blow to the jaw was involved as well as 
the same language in an exclusionary clause. The 
court dismissed the action against the insurance 
company and said: ‘‘Nothing in the record before 
us supports a finding that Heer’s blow was an acci- 
dent or unintentional. Further, we find no merit in 
Hins’s assertion that a distinction exists between 
Heer’s intentional act of assaulting Hins and the con- 
sequences of such assault.. * * * The ‘occurrence’ 
giving rise to the instant case falls clearly within the 
purview of Exclusion Clause 1 (f) of Heer’s home- 
owner’s insurance policy.’’ 

In Steinmetz v. Nat. Am. Ins. Co., 589 P. 2d 911 
(Ariz. App., 1978), the identical exclusionary clause 
was involved. The facts are likewise virtually iden- 
tical in that the insured struck the plaintiff in the 
face causing serious injuries. The court upheld a 
summary judgment for the insurer and held that 
notwithstanding the actor’s statement to the con- 
trary, the act of striking another in the face was an 
act so certain to cause a particular kind of harm 
that the actor who performed such an act intended 
the resulting harm for purposes of the liability poli- 
cy provision. The Arizona court stated: ‘The ex- 
clusion here is unambiguous. By its language it ex- 
cludes from coverage the intentional acts of the in- 
sured which result in injury. It follows that if the 
injury results from the natural and probable conse- 
quences of the intentional act, the subjective intent 
of the actor is simply immaterial — the exclusion 
applies.”’ 

The case of Clark v. Allstate Insurance Company, 
22 Ariz. App. 601, 529 P. 2d 1195, also involved an 
insured intentionally striking the plaintiff in the face 
with his fist. The insured maintained that he had no 
subjective intent to injure. The court said: ‘‘The 
contention of young Clark [insured] that he did not 
intend to injure Niemi does not make the question of 
intention an issue of material fact which must go to 
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the trier of fact.’’ The court said: ‘‘[T]he act of 
striking another in the face is one which we recog- 
nize as an act so certain to cause a particular kind of 
harm that we can say a person who performed the 
act intended the resulting harm, and his statement 
to the contrary does nothing to refute that rule of 
law.”’ 

The cases overwhelmingly indicate that an injury 
is ‘‘expected or intended’’ from the standpoint of the 
insured if a reason for an insured’s act is to inflict 
bodily injury or if the character of the act is such 
that an intention to inflict an injury can be inferred 
as a matter of law. Continental Western Ins. Co. v. 
Toal, 309 Minn. 169, 244 N. W. 2d 121 (1976). 

In Iowa Kemper Ins. Co. v. Stone, 269 N. W. 2d 885 
(Minn., 1978), the Minnesota court made it clear that 
there is no substantial distinction in meaning be- 
tween policies which exclude injuries ‘‘expected or 
intended’ and those excluding injuries ‘‘caused in- 
tentionally.’’” The Minnesota court said: ‘‘ ‘Superfi- 
cial analysis would suggest that this is an accept- 
ance of the ‘‘natural consequences of the act’’ rule, 
but it is not. It is a much more narrow gauge that 
recognizes the correlation only where reason man- 
dates that from the very nature of the act, harm to 
the injured party must have been intended. A de- 
fendant may assert the rock was accidentally re- 
leased or was not aimed at the victim, but he will 
not be heard to say he intended to throw the rock 
softly... Home Insurance Company v. Neilsen, 332 
N. E. 2d 240, 243-44 (Ind. App. 1975).’’ 

In the case at bar the evidence established that the 
defendant Norval intentionally hit the plaintiff in the 
face with his fist. The blow knocked plaintiff uncon- 
scious and broke his jaw. To hold that under such 
circumstances the testimony of the insured that he 
did not intend to injure the plaintiff is sufficient to 
permit the fact finder to find that no harm to the in- 
jured party was intended, simply ignores reality. 
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Any reasonable analysis requires the conclusion that 
from the very nature of the act harm must have 
been intended. 

Although Norval may not have intended the specif- 
ic injury which resulted, such specific subjective in- 
tent is not required to exclude coverage under the 
policy. The ‘‘intent’’ which is necessary to exclude 
coverage is not the intent to act nor the intent to 
cause the specific injury. Instead it is the intent to 
cause bodily injury to the person acted upon and it 
makes no difference if the actual injury is more se- 
vere or of a different nature than the injury in- 
tended. 

Where an 18-year-old man intentionally hits anoth- 
er person in the face with his fist, with force enough 
to knock the person unconscious, an intent to cause 
bodily injury can be inferred as a matter of law, and 
the subjective intent of the actor is immaterial. 
From the very nature of the act, no reasonable man 
could doubt that harm to the person struck must 
have been intended. 

The public policy against ‘‘licensing’’ intentional 
and unlawful assault bolsters our conclusion. In the 
case before us the direct and inferential evidence 
from the very nature of the act permits only one 
conclusion, that Norval intended to injure the plain- 
tiff. 

The judgment of the District Court is reversed and 
the cause is remanded to the District Court with di- 
rections to dismiss plaintiff’s petition. 

REVERSED AND REMANDED WITH 
DIRECTIONS TO DISMISS. 

BRODKEY, J., dissenting. 

I must respectfully part company with the major- 
ity of the court in their conclusion that as a matter 
of law Richard Norval intended to cause bodily in- 
jury to Samuel Jones, notwithstanding the presence 
of conflicting and contradictory evidence on that 
point in the record. Under the facts of this case a 
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jury question was presented which the trial judge, as 
the trier of facts, after hearing and observing the 
witnesses, believed. A closer case, factually, than 
those cited in the majority opinion is the case of Farm- 
ers Ins. Exchange v. Sipple, 255 N. W. 2d 373 
(Minn., 1977), which case also involved conflicting 
evidence, which the Supreme Court of Minnesota 
held was properly submitted to the jury, rather than 
being decided as a matter of law. That case in- 
volved an assault on a farmer by the insured, a state 
highway department employee, who struck the farm- 
er with his fist after becoming involved in a heated 
discussion with him regarding a new highway alleged- 
ly creating drainage problems for his land. The 
homeowner’s policy issued by the insurance com- 
pany in that case also contained an exclusion of 
‘‘ * * * bodily injury or property damage which is ei- 
ther expected or intended from the standpoint of the 
Insured.’’ The insurance company brought the ac- 
tion against the insured and the party assaulted 
seeking a judgment determining its obligation to de- 
fend or indemnify the insured. The trial court sub- 
mitted to the jury the issue of the insured’s intent to 
injury under the exclusion clause of the policy, since 
the insured testified that he struck the farmer in- 
stinctively, in the form of a reflex, after the farmer 
had turned suddenly or advanced menacingly to- 
ward him. I quote from the opinion in that case: 
“The insurance company on appeal contends that 
the issue whether the assault by Baud upon Sipple 
was an intentional act was a question of law and that 
the trial court improperly submitted the issue of in- 
tent to the jury. 

‘‘We hold that under the particular facts of this 
case the trial court was correct in submitting the 
issue of whether the injury was either expected or 
intended to the jury. The facts were in dispute. 
Sipple testified that he had not turned suddenly nor 
advanced menacingly toward Baud. Baud, on the 
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other hand, testifies as follows: ‘Q. What did you 
think when he turned around and said [‘‘you sons of 
bitches’’] to you? A. I didn’t. It was more of a 
reflex. Q. Did you think he was going to attack 
you? <A. No, not really. I don’t know, it just seems 
like he came right to me. Q. Did it make you an- 
gry? A. I was angry, but I didn’t have any inten- 
tions of hurting the man. I think he was more angry 
than I was. Q. You intended to hit him, but you 
didn’t intend to hurt him? A. I did not intend to hit 
him. I came up and I didn’t intend to hurt him. In 
fact, I don’t think I did hurt him. Q. Did you lose 
control of your bodily reflexes at that point? A. IfI 
would have lost control — Q. Did you hit him? A. 
Yes. Q. Did you hit him with your right hand or 
your left hand? <A. Left hand. Q. Was your fist 
opened or closed? <A. It was like this (indicating). 
Q. Are your [sic] right-handed or left-handed? A. 
Right-handed. Q. Were you holding anything at the 
time? A. No. Q. And you didn’t intend to hit the 
man? A. That’s correct. Q. This was just a re- 
flex action over which you had no control at that 
point? A. Correct. Q. You think you did it be- 
cause you were mad? A. No. Q. Why do you think 
you did it? A. Like I said, the man came at me and 
it was just more or less a defense. Q. Were you 
trying to stop him from coming at you further? A. 
Correct. Q. The best way to do that is to strike him 
in the face? A. I have never done this before, but it 
was one of those things.’’’ The court also stated 
that if Baud’s testimony is to be believed, there is 
doubt he had any time to form an intent, but rather 
acted instinctively in the form of a reflex; and that, 
accordingly, the question of intent was properly pre- 
sented to the jury. There is evidence in the record 
in the instant case, which apparently the trial judge 
believed, that the defendant Norval did not intend to 
cause harm to the plaintiff, even assuming that his 
act of striking the plaintiff on the face was intention- 
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al. Without being exhaustive, the following evi- 
dence is illustrative. As previously stated, the de- 
fendant testified in this action by deposition and also 
previous testimony. On recross examination in his 
deposition he was asked: ‘‘Q. All right, now I 
gather from your answers that the swing was almost 
contemporraneous [sic] with Mr. Jones putting his 
hand on your shoulder or on your arm to push, isn’t 
that right. A. Yes. Q. Did you actually think 
about what you were doing or would you character- 
ize it as an instinctive reaction, reacted without 
thinking about it? A. I’d say it was more of an in- 
stinctive reaction.’’ The record also contains previ- 
ous testimony of Richard Norval in the original ac- 
tion in the District Court for Seward County. He 
was asked the following questions and made the fol- 
lowing answers: ‘‘Q. Did you expect that your ac- 
tion would injure him? A. No. * * * Q. Immediate- 
ly before you struck him, was it your intention at 
that time to — try to recall what you were thinking 
about, did you intend to cause him any injury? A. 
No. Q. Did you go there with the intention that you 
would injure Mr. Jones? <A. No.’’ 

While there is little doubt that the defendant in- 
tended to hit Jones, I believe that the question of 
whether he intended to cause physical harm to him 
was a disputed fact. In Insurance Co. of North 
America v. Hawkins, 197 Neb. 126, 246 N. W. 2d 878 
(1976), we stated: ‘In a law action tried to the 
court without a jury, it is not within the province of 
this court to weigh or resolve conflicts in the evi- 
dence. The credibility of the witnesses and the 
weight to be given to their testimony are for the trier 
of fact. Snay v. Snarr, 195 Neb. 375, 238 N. W. 2d 
234. The judgment of a trial court in an action at 
law tried to the court without a jury has the effect of 
a verdict of a jury and should not be set aside on ap- 
peal unless clearly wrong. Henkle & Joyce Hard- 
ware Co. v. Maco, Inc., 195 Neb. 565, 239 N. W. 2d 
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772.”’ Also, in Libbey-Owens Ford Glass Co. v. L & 
M Paper Co., 189 Neb. 792, 205 N. W. 2d 523 (1973), 
we stated: ‘‘Where evidence is conflicting, or where 
reasonable minds may draw different inferences 
or conclusions from the evidence, it is within the 
province of the jury or the court, when the case is 
tried without a jury, to decide the issues of fact, and 
the Supreme Court may not set aside or direct a ver- 
dict in such situation.’’ There is evidence in the rec- 
ord in this case to sustain the findings of the trial 
court, acting as the trier of fact, and its judgment 
ought to be affirmed. 


GRAND ISLAND ScHooL Districr #2 OF HALL County, 
NEBRASKA, A POLITICAL SUBDIVISION, APPELLANT, V. THE 


CELOTEX CORPORATION ET AL., APPELLEES. 
279 N. W. 2d 603 


Filed May 29, 1978. No. 42052. 


1. Supreme Court: Appeal and Error. Consideration of the cause in 
this court is generally limited to errors assigned and discussed. 

2. Statute of Limitations: Time. Ordinarily, a statute of limitations 
begins to run as soon as the plaintiff has a right to bring suit. This 
is true even though the plaintiff may be ignorant of the existence of 
the cause of action. 

3. Statute of Limitations: Statutes: Time. The statute of limita- 
tions for an action based on alleged deficiencies in improvements 
to real property does not run during the time when the plaintiff rea- 
sonably could not discover the existence of the cause of action. § 
25-223, R. S. Supp., 1978. 

4. Statute of Limitations: Time: Legisiature. It is competent for 
the Legislature to change statutes subject to the limitation that an 
action already barred may not be revived and that an action may 
not be unreasonably cut off. The applicable statute of limitations 
is the one in force at the time the suit is brought. 

5. Statute of Limitations: Summary Judgments. Where pleadings 
and evidence presented conclusively indicate that the statute of 
limitations has run, summary judgment is appropriate. 

6. Statute of Limitations: Fraud: Pleadings. In order to avail him- 
self of the rule that the statute of limitations for an action based on 


fraud does not begin to run until discovery of the facts constituting 
the fraud, plaintiff must allege in his petition the failure to discover. 
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7, Statute of Limitations: Uniform Commercial Code: Warranty: 
Time. An action for breach of warranty in the sale of goods must 
be commenced within 4 years of tender of delivery. Failure to dis- 
cover the breach prevents the running of the statute only when the 
warranty explicitly extends to future performance. § 2-725, U. C. C. 

8. Uniform Commercial Code: Warranty. An implied warranty can- 
not ‘‘explicitly’’ extend to future performance. § 2-725, U. C. C. 

9. Statute of Limitations: Negligence: Statutes: Time. An action 
grounded in tort must be commenced within 4 years of accrual of 
the cause of action. § 25-207 (3), R. R. S. 1943. 

10. Statute of Limitations: Contracts: Statutes: Time. An action 
based on breach of an implied contract must be commenced within 
4 years of accrual of the cause of action. § 25-206, R. R. S. 1943. 

11. : . An action based on breach of a 
ecitten contract must be commenced within 5 years of accrual of 
the cause of action. § 25-205, R. R. S. 1943. 


Appeal from the District Court for Hall County: 
LioypD W. KELLY, JR., Judge. Affirmed. 


Clayton H. Shrout of Shrout, Christian, Krieger & 
Merwald, for appellant. 


James A. Beltzer of Luebs, Dowding, Beltzer & 
Leininger, for appellees Johnson Builders, Inc. and 
St. Paul Fire & Marine Insurance Company; Robert 
L. Berry of Kennedy, Holland, DeLacy & Svoboda, 
for appellee Shaver and Company; John B. Henley 
of Henley & Henley, for appellees The Celotex Cor- 
poration, The Travelers Indemnity Company, and the 
Jim Walter Corporation; and W. G. Blackburn of 
Cunningham, Blackburn, VonSeggern, Livingston & 
Francis, for appellee Krause Roofing and Sheet 
Metal, Inc. 


Heard before BosLauGH, BRODKEY, and WHITE, JJ., 
and SpPENcER, Retired Justice, and Coapy, District 
Judge. 


WHITE, J. 

Appellant, Grand Island School District #2, brought 
this action to recover damages arising from a leaky 
roof installed on the Barr Junior High School build- 
ing. The appellees, defendants below, were sued un- 
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der various theories of liability. Those involved in 
the design, supervision, construction, or supply of 
materials for the building or the roof were Johnson 
Builders, Inc. (hereinafter Johnson), Shaver and 
Company (hereinafter Shaver), Krause Roofing and 
Sheet Metal, Inc. (hereinafter Krause), and The 
Celotex Corporation (hereinafter Celotex). Johnson 
entered into a written contract with the school dis- 
trict as general contractor on the building. Johnson 
was to construct the building in accordance with the 
specifications of Shaver, the architect. Shaver also 
had the duty to inspect the work at intermittent 
stages. Johnson subcontracted the roofing work to 
Krause. Celotex supplied to Krause the roofing ma- 
terial known as the ‘‘Bond Ply’’ system. Also joined 
as defendants were: The Travelers Indemnity Com- 
pany, which issued a limited guaranty bond on the 
roof; the St. Paul Fire and Marine Insurance Com- 
pany, surety for Johnson under a performance and 
maintenance bond; and the Jim Walter Corporation, 
parent corporation to Celotex. 

The defendant Krause demurred to plaintiff's 
amended petition, alleging it did not state facts suffi- 
cient to constitute a cause of action. The sustaining 
of the demurrer was not assigned as error in this 
court nor was it discussed in the plaintiff’s extensive 
brief or its reply brief. The order sustaining the de- 
murrer is therefore affirmed. Consideration of the 
cause in this court is generally limited to errors as- 
signed and discussed. Rule 8 a 2 (3), Revised Rules 
of the Supreme Court, 1977; Cofer v. Perkins, 199 
Neb. 327, 258 N. W. 2d 807. 

Each of the other defendants moved for summary 
judgment on the basis that the various statutes of 
limitations had run. The District Court sustained 
the motions. We affirm. 

Construction on Barr Junior High School began in 
1966. In 1967, the roof on the building was com- 
pleted. The building was occupied in the summer of 
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that year and all construction was completed shortly 
after classes started in the fall. The first leaks in 
the roof appeared in late 1968. Then, according to 
the plaintiff, there began a cycle of complaints by 
the plaintiff to the defendants and independent par- 
ties, repairs to the roof which alleviated the leaks 
for a period of months, and then the appearance of 
new leaks. This cycle continued until July 1976 
when an engineering consultant took samples of the 
roof and related to the school board its opinion that 
the insulation boards beneath the roofing membrane 
had not been taped; that the insulation and mem- 
brane were not in compliance with specifications; 
that there was little or no adhesion between the in- 
sulation boards and the underlying concrete deck; 
and that the roof had not been properly vented. This 
suit was instituted a month later on August 4, 1976, 
and about that same time the school board author- 
ized replacement of the old roof. Other evidence of 
careless and improper installation was allegedly 
found when the old roof was removed. 

The plaintiff alleged that the defendants, Johnson 
and Shaver, breached implied warranties and their 
written contracts with the plaintiff, and that they 
were negligent in failing to supervise and inspect the 
installation of the roof to insure that it would meet 
the contract specifications. Unless a more specific 
statute of limitations is applicable, actions in tort 
and actions upon implied contracts, (which would in- 
clude implied warranty) must be brought within 4 
years. § 25-206 and 25-207 (3), R. R. S. 1943. Actions 
on written contracts can only be brought within 5 
years. § 25-205, R. R. S. 1943. The arguments of the 
plaintiff raise the question of when these statutes of 
limitations start to run. 

The traditional rule is that the statute begins to 
run as soon as the action accrues, and the cause is 
said to accrue when the aggrieved party has the 
right to institute and maintain a suit. In a contract 
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action this means as soon as breach occurs, and in 
tort, as soon as the act or omission occurs. These 
rules would apply even though the plaintiff was then 
ignorant of the injury sustained or could not ascer- 
tain the amount of his damages. See 51 Am. Jur. 2d, 
Limitation of Actions, § 109, p. 681. 

In 1976, the Legislature modified this ‘‘accrual’”’ 
rule as it applies to improvements to real property 
and adopted instead a partial ‘‘discovery’’ rule. 

Section 25-223, R. S. Supp., 1978, provides, in part: 
‘“‘Any action to recover damages based on any al- 
leged breach of warranty on improvements to real 
property or based on any alleged deficiency in the de- 
sign, planning, supervision, or observation of con- 
struction, or construction of an improvement to real 
property shall be commenced within four years after 
any alleged act or omission constituting such breach 
of warranty or deficiency. If such cause of action is 
not discovered and could not be reasonably discov- 
ered within such four-year period, or within one year 
preceding the expiration of such four-year period, 
then the cause of action may be commenced within 
two years from the date of such discovery or from 
the date of discovery of facts which would reason- 
ably lead to such discovery, whichever is earlier.”’ 
(Emphasis supplied.) The statute’s effective date 
was July 10, 1976, which was prior to the date on 
which this suit was commenced. 

‘‘ It is well settled that it is competent for the leg- 
islature to change statutes prescribing limitations to 
actions, and that the one in force at the time suit is 
brought is applicable to the cause of action. The 
only restriction on the exercise of this power is, that 
the legislature cannot remove a bar or limitation 
which has already become complete, and that no 
limitation shall be made to take effect on existing 
claims without allowing a reasonable time for 
parties to bring action before these claims are abso- 
lutely barred by a new enactment.’ In this case the 
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court held that there was a reasonable and sufficient 
time given to bring the action between the time of 
the passage of the act and the time when it took ef- 
fect.”’ Educational Service Unit No. 3 v. Mammel, 
O., 5., H. & S., Inc., 192 Neb. 431, 222 N. W. 2d 125, 
citing Horbach v. Miller, 4 Neb. 31 (1875). 

It is clear that if the contract and warranty ac- 
tions against Johnson and Shaver had accrued at the 
time of the breach, they were barred by sections 25- 
205 and 25-206, R. R. S. 1943, prior to the passage of 
section 25-223, R. S. Supp., 1978. The passage of the 
latter act would be ineffective to revive those actions. 

The applicability of section 25-223, R. S. Supp., 
1978, to the cause of action in negligence is less 
clear, for this court had, prior to its passage, al- 
ready adopted a discovery rule in certain classes of 
tort cases. The rule was first applied in workmen’s 
compensation cases alleging latently appearing in- 
dustrial diseases. The statute was said to run, not 
from the time of the initial injury, but from the date 
of discovery of a compensable disability. See Dry- 
den v. Omaha Steel Works, 148 Neb. 1, 26 N. W. 2d 
293. In 1955, a federal court speculated that Nebras- 
ka would apply ‘‘the same liberal rule’ when an ac- 
tion was brought in tort for a late blooming case of be- 
rylliosis caused by exposure to defendant’s product 
where the defendant was a supplier to plaintiff’s em- 
ployer. See Sylvania Electric Products v. Barker, 
228 EF. 2d 842 (1st Cir., 1955). In 1962, this court held 
that the statute of limitations on a medical malprac- 
tice action did not begin to run until the plaintiff dis- 
covered or through the exercise of reasonable dili- 
gence could have discovered that a foreign object 
had been left in her body after surgery. See Spath 
v. Morrow, 174 Neb. 38, 115 N. W. 2d 581. 

Counsel has not cited, nor do we find, any Nebras- 
ka cases where a discovery rule has, without statu- 
tory direction, been applied to a statute of limita- 
tions question in a cause of action not involving phy- 
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sical injury. We are prepared to say, however, that 
even without section 25-223, R. S. Supp., 1978, a dis- 
covery rule is applicable to a tort action based on la- 
tent defects in improvements to real property. But, 
even when that point is granted, we are unable to 
say that the trial court was incorrect in ruling that 
the statute of limitations had run. 

First of all, the period of 4 years after discovery 
which we would have applied under section 25-207, 
R. R. S. 1943, was shortened to 2 years after discov- 
ery by section 25-222, R. R. S. 1943, and according to 
the rule of Educational Service Unit No. 3 v. Mam- 
mel, O., S., H. & S, Inc., supra. It was well within 
the power of the Legislature to do so. Since the date 
of enactment and the effective date of the statute 
were separated by a period of nearly 4 months, the 
plaintiff was subjected to no unfair surprise. See 
Horbach v. Miller, supra. 

In Omaha Paper Stock Co., Inc. v. Martin K. Eby 
Constr. Co., Inc., 193 Neb. 848, 230 N. W. 2d 87, the 
plaintiff argued for a discovery rule in a suit against 
a general contractor. Defendant built a warehouse 
including a sprinkler system for the plaintiff in 1960. 
The sprinkler failed to work during a fire on October 
1, 1968, and the warehouse was destroyed. In Octo- 
ber 1971, the plaintiff discovered that the sprinkler 
malfunction had been caused by a broken waterline 
which had in turn been caused by the settling of a sew- 
er alleged to have been negligently installed by de- 
fendant at the time of construction. Plaintiff waited 
until March 1978 to file suit. It was faced by section 
25-207, R. R. S. 1948, the general statute of limita- 
tions for negligence: ‘‘The following actions can 
only be brought within four years: ** * (3) an ac- 
tion for an injury to the rights of the plaintiff, not 
arising on contract, and not hereinafter enumerat- 
ed: * x *”? . 

In the above opinion by Spencer, J., this court held 
that even if a discovery rule was applied, the plain- 


566 NEBRASKA REPORTS [VoL. 203 


Grand Island School Dist. #2 v. Celotex Corp. 


tiff’s action was commenced too late. What was 
said there is instructive on the case at bar: ‘‘Plain- 
tiff knew by October 1, 1968, that a break had oc- 
curred in its waterline. It would seem reasonable to 
believe when plaintiff discovered that ‘no water flowed 
from the 8-inch water line to the automatic sprinkler 
systems’ some attempt would have been made 
promptly to trace the cause. Plaintiff slept on what- 
ever rights it may have had for 3 years. * ** Even 
in malpractice and fraud cases where a discovery 
rule is applied, it is not the actual discovery of the 
reason for the injury which is the criteria. In those 
cases we have consistently held that discovery means 
discovery of facts constituting the basis of the cause of 
action or the existence of facts sufficient to put a per- 
son of ordinary intelligence and prudence on inquiry 
which, if pursued, would lead to the discovery. Patter- 
son v. Renstrom (1972), 188 Neb. 78, 195 N. W. 2d 193.”’ 

Applying this rule to the instant case, the actions 
based on the alleged negligence of defendants John- 
son and Shaver were barred unless the school dis- 
trict could not reasonably have discovered the negli- 
gence prior to August 4, 1974, 2 years prior to the 
commencement of the suit. 

The evidence presented to the trial court on the 
motion for summary judgment was so replete with 
evidence that the plaintiff could have discovered the 
defects prior to that date, that we feel no real issue 
of fact could be said to exist. Depositions of the 
superintendent of the school district and the princi- 
pal of Barr Junior High School indicated leaks ap- 
peared in 1968 soon after occupation of the building 
and continued intermittently until this action was 
commenced. Beginning in 1969, buckets had to be 
strategically placed to catch the water which leaked 
through for several days after each heavy rain. No 
later than 1971, it was observed that sections of the 
roof were cracked and blistered and that water 
pooled in certain areas. These problems were noted 
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in a 1971 report to the school board by the architec- 
tural firm of Wilson & Company. The report ex- 
pressed the opinion that ‘‘the initial application [of 
the roofing and flashings] shows evidence of careless- 
ness.’ In 1970, the school board directed its attor- 
ney to write letters to Shaver threatening suit. All 
this indicates that the board was well aware of the 
problem long before the crucial date of August 4, 
1974. The negligence actions against Johnson and 
Shaver are barred. 

Next we turn to the plaintiff's argument that, as 
against defendant Shaver, its action is not barred be- 
cause it is based on fraud. An action for relief on 
the ground of fraud is subject to a 4-year statute of 
limitations which does not begin to run until dis- 
covery of the fraud or of facts sufficient to put a per- 
son on inquiry, which, if pursued, would lead to dis- 
covery. § 25-207 (4), R. R. S. 1943; Hollenbeck v. 
Guardian Nat. Life Ins. Co., 144 Neb. 684, 14 N. W. 2d 
330. We first note that under the facts disclosed and 
discussed above, in relation to the negligence claim, 
the plaintiff was in possession of facts sufficient to 
put in on inquiry. Furthermore, we do not feel that 
fraud was properly alleged. The allegation that 
Shaver ‘‘incorrectly represented to the owner by issu- 
ing certificates of payment that the work had pro- 
gressed to the point indicated * * *’’ was just one of 
many allegations contained in the breach of contract 
cause of action. Finally, the allegation fails to 
state, as it must, that the facts were not discovered 
within the initial 4-year period. See Lee v. Brod- 
beck, 196 Neb. 393, 243 N. W. 2d 381. 

Two causes of action were brought against defend- 
ant Celotex, the manufacturer of the roofing system. 
The first alleged that Celotex breached its implied 
warranty that the roofing system was fit for the pur- 
pose intended. An action for breach of warranty or 
other breaches of a contract for the sale of goods are 
subject to the statute of limitations found at § 2-725, 
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U. C. C. The action must be commenced within 4 
years after tender of delivery is made, regardless of 
the aggrieved party’s lack of knowledge of the 
breach. Under that rule, the breach of warranty ac- 
tion against Celotex would clearly be barred since 
the suit was not commenced until 9 years had passed 
after delivery of the roofing. There is, however, an 
exception to the rule stated above, and plaintiff 
claims it is operable here: ‘‘* * * where a warranty 
explicitly extends to future performance of the 
goods and discovery of the breach must await the 
time of such performance the cause of action ac- 
crues when the breach is or should have been discov- 
ered.”’ § 2-725 (2), U. C. C. The exception applies 
only where the seller explicitly states, for example, 
that the product will ‘ast for 10 years.’’ Although 
its reason for doing so is not clear, the plaintiff con- 
tends that the 20-year guaranty bond on the roof ‘‘is 
an explicit, express warranty that the roof on Barr 
would be trouble-free for that period of time, except 
for ordinary wear and tear,’’ and that it ‘‘is an explic- 
it reference to the future performance of the roof.’’ 
This contention is not supported by a reading of the 
bond. Under the bond, the surety guarantees that 
for 20 years it will ‘‘repair or cause to be repaired, 
leaks developing in the Roof which are caused by or- 
dinary wear and tear by the elements.’”’ The bond is 
further expressly limited to an aggregate amount of 
$3,045. No action is brought on the bond itself, and 
the argument that it constitutes a general warranty 
on the goods explicitly extending to future perform- 
ance is rejected. Any action based on breach of 
warranty for the sale of the roofing materials, not 
having been commenced within 4 years of tender of 
delivery, was barred by § 2-725, U. C. C. 

In its second cause of action against Celotex, 
plaintiff alleges that Celotex was negligent in manu- 
facturing, testing, and marketing the roofing mater- 
ials. We are not certain that the cause of action, 
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despite its label, does not sound in warranty for loss 
of benefit of the bargain rather than tort. See Haw- 
kins Constr. Co. v. Matthews Co., Inc., 190 Neb. 546, 
209 N. W. 2d 643. But even if it is a properly stated 
cause of action, it alleges ordinary negligence. It 
does not fall within the category of causes to which a 
discovery rule is applicable under section 25-223, R. 
S. Supp., 1978. Therefore, the action is barred by 
the 4-year statute of limitations for tort actions. § 
25-207, R. R. S. 1943. That statute, with certain ex- 
ceptions already mentioned, and not pertinent here, 
begins to run on the date the cause of action accrues 
and not on the date of its later discovery. 

The record reveals a long and exasperating exper- 
ience with what was, for whatever reason, a clearly 
defective roof. The school board attempted to solve 
the problem, but it did not, as the law requires, com- 
mence this action in time. Under every conceivable 
statute of limitations, and as to all defendants, this 
action is barred. The judgment of the District Court 
is therefore affirmed. 

AFFIRMED. 


COMMUTER DEVELOPMENTS AND INVESTMENTS, INC., 
APPELLEE, V. LEONARD FE’. GRAMLICH AND LAURA ANN 
GRAMLICH, APPELLANTS. 

279 N. W. 2d 394 


Filed May 29, 1979. No. 42061. 


1. Evidence. A duplicate of a writing is admissible to the same ex- 
tent as an original unless a genuine question is raised as to the 
authenticity of the original or in the circumstances it would be 
unfair to admit the duplicate in lieu of the original. 

2. Contracts: Options. An option to purchase real estate is a unilat- 
eral contract by which the optionor agrees with the optionee that 
the optionee has the right to buy certain property according to the 
terms and conditions of the option. 

3. Contracts: Options: Time. An option does not constitute an es- 
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tate or interest in land but it is a mere right of election to accept or 
reject a present offer within the time and upon the terms 
designated. 

4. Contracts: Options. A consideration for an agreement requires 
that there be a benefit on one side or a detriment suffered or a 
service done on the other. 

Appeal from the District Court for Sarpy County: 
GEORGE H. STANLEY, Judge. Affirmed. 


Finlayson, McKie & Fisk and L. R. Brodkey, for 
appellants. , 


Chris M. Arps, for appellee. 


Heard before Krivosua, C. J., McCown, and 
WuitE, JJ., and KorrumM and FAHRNBRUCH, District 
Judges. 


Kortum, District Judge. 

This is an action for the specific performance, or 
in the alternative, for damages, for breach of an 
option contract for the purchase of real estate. The 
District Court found for the plaintiff on the basis that 
a valid enforceable option existed and assessed 
damages against the defendants. 

The plaintiff, Commuter Developments and In- 
vestments, Inc., is a corporation engaged in oil well 
promotion and land development. In 1965 the plain- 
tiff purchased the land in question for $700 an acre. 
In 1971 the parties commenced a series of transac- 
tions involving the north 49 acres of the property. 

On April 19, 1971, the plaintiff gave Leonard 
Gramlich, one of the defendants, a note for $10,000. 
Leonard, a real estate salesman, took a second 
mortgage on the property and also received a ‘‘firm 
listing for sale’’ of the real estate. 

On May 5, 1971, the plaintiff gave a second note to 
Leonard, this note being for $5,000. Chronologically 
the next matter of significance occurred on July 31, 
1971. The president of the plaintiff corporation 
wrote ‘a letter to the board of directors stating that 
he planned to sell the real estate with a 5-year repur- 
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chase option ‘‘as previously discussed.”’ 

On August 1, 1971, the defendants executed the op- 
tion in question. Leonard then gave the plaintiff a 
check dated August 2, 1971, for $15,000 as part of the 
sales price. The plaintiff executed a quitclaim deed 
to a small portion of the property and on October 18, 
1971, executed a corporation warranty deed to the 
balance of the land. The deeds were notarized on 
October 18, 1971, and filed on November 17, 1971. On 
November 23, 1971, Leonard paid plaintiff $2,283.83. 
Cancellation of two notes for $15,000 was part of the 
purchase price of the property. 

On May 31, 1974, the defendants sold the land to 
third parties for $1,200 an acre. The plaintiff at- 
tempted to exercise the option on May 3, 1976, and 
upon defendants’ refusal to honor the option, this liti- 
gation ensued. 

The original option was not produced at trial. 
Plaintiff's witness testified that it was lost and he 
could not find it. A copy of the option was admitted 
by the trial court and, in addition, the trial judge ad- 
mitted testimony as to the intent of the parties sur- 
rounding the transaction. 

The defendants first contend the trial court erred 
in admitting the option into evidence. Defendants 
urge that no consideration existed for such option 
and that the one dollar consideration recited in the 
option was never paid. Under the general principles 
of contract law, the consideration for an option may 
consist of some benefit to the promisor, some loss to 
the promisee, or some money or other thing of value 
given, paid, or exchanged. 77 Am. Jur. 2d, Vendor 
and Purchaser, § 35, pp. 215, 216. A consideration 
for an agreement to become a binding contract re- 
quires a benefit on one side or a detriment on the 
other. Grady v. Denbeck, 197 Neb. 795, 251 N. W. 2d 
164 (1977); Adair v. Adair, 192 Neb. 571, 222 N. W. 2d 
908 (1974). 

The consideration in this case is apparent. The 
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terms of the option provided for a repurchase by the 
plaintiff at the original sales price plus a 10 percent 
raise in evaluation each year for the 5 years the op- 
tion was to exist. In addition, the defendants re- 
ceived an additional $15,000 in oil interests which 
they still retain. The defendants collected the rents 
from the property and Leonard paid himself a com- 
mission upon the sale of the land from plaintiff. 

The plaintiff benefited by getting out of debt, by 
cancellation of the outstanding notes to defendants, 
and by eliminating the second mortgage, but suf- 
fered a detriment of 10 percent appreciation to the 
value of the property each year. In addition the evi- 
dence is clear that the plaintiff would not have deed- 
ed the land in question to the defendants without the 
option. 

The defendants further contend the trial court 
erred in admitting the copy of the option into evi- 
dence, over timely objections, under the best evi- 
dence rule. Section 27-1003, R. R. S. 1943, provides: 
‘‘A duplicate is admissible to the same extent as an 
original unless (1) a genuine question is raised as to 
the authenticity of the original or (2) in the circum- 
stances it would be unfair to admit the duplicate in 
lieu of the original.’’ The record discloses there is 
no question as to the authenticity of the option agree- 
ment itself. The defendant, Leonard Gramlich, ad- 
mitted the instrument bore the signatures of both de- 
fendants. Under section 27-1004, R. R. S. 1943, the 
burden was on the plaintiff to show that the original 
of the option was lost or destroyed and the testimony 
of the plaintiff’s president establishes that the orig- 
inal was looked for but could not be found. We can- 
not say under the circumstances that it was error to 
admit the duplicate copy into evidence. 

Defendants next contend the trial court erred in 
finding that on the date of the option agreement, the 
defendants were the owners of the tract in question. 
While it is true that on August 2, 1971, the plaintiff 
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had by quitclaim deed conveyed 4.65 acres of the 
premises to the defendants, which consisted of a 
railroad right-of-way, the major portion, or 44.35 
acres, of the tract was not conveyed until October 
18, 1971, by warranty deed. Such a finding is neither 
crucial nor controlling to the decision rendered by 
the trial court. It is not necessary to the validity of 
the option agreement that the title rest in the party 
giving the option. 

In Phillips Petroleum Co. v. City of Omaha, 171 
Neb. 457, 106 N. W. 2d 727 (1960), this court defined 
an option as follows: ‘ ‘An option to purchase real 
estate is a unilateral contract by which the owner of 
the property agrees with the holder of the option that 
he has the right to buy the property according to the 
terms and conditions of the contract. By such 
agreement the owner does not sell the land, nor does 
he at the time contract to sell. He does, however, 
agree that the person to whom the option is given 
shall have the right at his election or option to de- 
mand the conveyance in the manner specified. It is 
merely the right to an election which has been sold 
and the owner of this right is not bound to complete 
the sale.’ ’’ The court further explains: ‘‘ ‘An op- 
tion to purchase land does not constitute an interest 
in the land itself, but it is a mere right of election to 
accept or reject a present offer within the time fixed 
***”” See, also, Fletcher v. Brewer, 88 Neb. 196, 
129 N. W. 288 (1911), in which the court said: ‘‘ * * * 
[T]he fact that the defendant [the vendor] did not 
own the land at the time he made it [the contract] is 
not important. He made a written agreement to sell 
and convey, and must abide by his contract. He is 
in the position of every other vendor who sells for fu- 
ture delivery property of which he is not in posses- 
sion. The buyer is entitled to rely upon the contract, 
and the seller takes the chances of not being able to 
perform.”’ 

Defendants contend the trial court erred in finding 
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that the option was not waived, surrendered, aban- 
doned, or merged into the deeds given by plaintiff to 
the defendants. There was an obvious conflict in the 
evidence as to the intent of the parties in these re- 
spects. Our review is subject to the rule that when 
credible evidence on material questions of fact is in 
irreconcilable conflict. this court will consider the 
fact that the trial court observed the witnesses and 
their manner of testifying and accepted one version 
of the facts rather than the other. Booth v. Wilkin- 
son, 195 Neb. 730, 240 N. W. 2d 578 (1976); Harre v. 
White, 189 Neb. 404, 203 N. W. 2d 99 (1972). 

We conclude the assignments of error and the con- 
tentions made thereunder are without persuasive 
support in the record and the judgment of the Dis- 
trict Court was correct. 

AFFIRMED. 


ERNEST J. PECK, APPELLEE, V. AUGUSTIN Bros. Co., 
A CORPORATION, APPELLANT. 
279 N. W. 2d 397 


Filed May 29, 1979. No. 42160. 


1. Jurisdiction: Pleadings: Damages. A prayer for affirmative re- 
lief, such as damages, is a general appearance and waives any ob- 
jection to jurisdiction over the person. 

2. Replevin: Supreme Court. The 1972 decision of the United States 
Supreme Court in Fuentes v. Shevin, 407 U. S. 67, 92 S. Ct. 1983, 32 
L. Ed. 2d 556, will not be applied retroactively to a replevin action 
commenced in 1967. 

3. Uniform Commercial Code: Sales: Livestock. <A cash seller of 
cattle may reclaim the cattle from the buyer where the buyer dis- 
honors the draft drawn on the buyer by the seller pursuant to the 
understanding of the parties. 

4. Replevin: Sales: Bankruptcy: Livestock. <A reclamation of cat- 
tle sold to a cash purchaser is not a voidable preference in bank- 
ruptcy. 


Appeal from the District Court for Polk County: 
Bryce Bartu, Judge. Affirmed as modified. 
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Paul F. Festersen and Thomas F. Flaherty of 
Zweiback, Brady, Kasher, Festersen & Pavel, P. C., 
for appellent. 


Noyes W. Rogers of Walter, Albert, Leininger & 
Grant, for appellee. 


Heard before Krivosua, C. J., BosLauGH, McCown, 
CLINTON, BRODKEY, and HASTINGS, JJ. 


BOosLauGy, J. 

This is a replevin action initiated on September 29, 
1967. On that date, 315 head of cattle were replev- 
ined by the plaintiff-seller, Ernest Peck, from the 
defendant-buyer, Augustin Bros. Co. of Shelby, Ne- 
braska. Subsequent to the replevin, the defendant 
was adjudicated a bankrupt. The action remained 
pending on a special appearance filed by the defend- 
ant until May 31, 1977. The bankruptcy proceedings 
were completed on November 30, 1975. 

After a trial on the merits in April 1978, the trial 
court directed a verdict for the plaintiff, except for 
the amount of defendant’s downpayment. The de- 
fendant has appealed. 

The evidence shows two contracts between the 
parties dated July 22, 1967, for the sale of cattle, with 
delivery to be made between September 15-20 ‘“‘F. O. 
B. trucks” in Burlington, Kansas. A downpayment 
of $3,180 was given toward the purchase price of the 
cattle which were delivered by the plaintiff in Bur- 
lington, Kansas, on September 18, 1967. On the fol- 
lowing day, the cattle arrived at the defendant’s 
yards near Shelby, Nebraska. On that same day the 
seller prepared a draft on the defendant for the re- 
mainder of the sale price, $56,785, and deposited the 
draft at his bank in Thayer, Kansas. The draft was 
forwarded through normal banking channels and ar- 
rived in Columbus, Nebraska, on or about Septem- 
ber 25, 1967. At about the time the draft arrived at 
the defendant’s bank in Columbus, Nebraska, the de- 
fendant’s line of credit was revoked and the draft 
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was dishonored by the defendant. The plaintiff 
came to Shelby on September 26, 1967, and de- 
manded payment for the cattle or return of the cat- 
tle. When the defendant refused, the plaintiff com- 
menced this action. The cattle were returned to the 
plaintiff on September 29, 1967. 

The assignments of error allege that the trial 
court erred in finding that the plaintiff owned the 
cattle and had demanded payment or return of the 
cattle prior to replevin. The defendant also con- 
tends there was no valid service of summons upon 
the defendant; the plaintiff had no right to posses- 
sion after delivery; the plaintiff had no security in- 
terest in the cattle and was not a secured creditor; 
the replevin was a voidable preference in bankrupt- 
cy; and the 1967 replevin procedure was unconstitu- 
tional. Finally, the assignments of error allege the 
trial court erred in refusing to allow damages to the 
defendant for its expenses in transporting and car- 
ing for the cattle and for interest on its downpay- 
ment. 

After the defendant’s special appearance had been 
overruled, the defendant answered and prayed for 
affirmative relief including damages. This consti- 
tuted a general appearance and waived any objections 
to jurisdiction over the defendant’s person. Schleu- 
ter v. McCuiston, ante p. 101, 277 N. W. 2d 667; 
Tietsort v. Ranne, 200 Neb. 651, 264 N. W. 2d 860 
(1978); Swick v. Coslor, 194 Neb. 781, 235 N. W. 2d 
639 (1975); Abel v. Southwest Cas. Ins. Co., 182 Neb. 
605, 156 N. W. 2d 166 (1968); Graff v. Graff, 179 Neb. 
345, 188 N. W. 2d 644 (1965). It is unnecessary to 
consider the defendant’s contentions in regard to the 
special appearance. 

The defendant argues that the Nebraska replevin 
statutes in 1967 were unconstitutional based upon the 
decision in 1972 in Fuentes v. Shevin, 407 U. 8S. 67, 92 
S. Ct. 1988, 32 L. Ed. 2d 556 (1972). The defendant 
has not cited any case that would apply Fuentes, a 
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1972 decision, to a 1967 transaction. Constitutional 
invalidity is generally held to be prospective be- 
cause ‘‘a retroactive application of Fuentes v. She- 
vin, supra, would work an injustice and a hardship 
upon [parties] who have lawfully acquired vested 
rights in the form of their state judgments.’’ Doug- 
las-Guardian Warehouse Corporation v. Posey, 486 
F. 2d 739, at p. 743 (10th Cir., 1973). See, also, Kach- 
er v. Pittsburgh Nat. Bank, 545 F. 2d 842 (8rd Cir., 
1976). Furthermore, the replevin statutes as they 
existed in 1967 have since been amended and the 
constitutionality of the 1967 statutes is now a moot 
question. See §§ 25-1093 to 25-10,110, R. R. S. 1943 
(Reissue 1975). 

In deciding that the plaintiff had the right to re- 
claim the cattle, the trial court found that the plain- 
tiff owned the cattle at the time of sale and had de- 
manded their return prior to replevin. The defend- 
ant contends these findings are erroneous. 

The record shows the plaintiff had purchased the 
cattle from a rancher in Kansas. The plaintiff then 
entered into a sales contract with another cattle 
feeder, Jay Crofoot of Lubbock, Texas. Crofoot tes- 
tified at the trial that he had agreed to release the 
plaintiff from the contract for a share of the profits 
from the sale to the defendant. After the replevin, 
Crofoot purchased the cattle from the plaintiff. The 
evidence sustains the finding that the plaintiff owned 
the cattle and had demanded their return prior to 
the replevin. 

The trial court also found that the sale was a credit 
transaction; that the seller was entitled to rec- 
lamation under the Uniform Commercial Code; 
that the seller had a perfected purchase money se- 
curity interest in the cattle; and that the replevin 
was not a voidable preference under the Bankruptcy 
Act. 

We reach the same result as the trial court did but 
for a different reason. The transaction was not a 
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credit sale. The contract provided the ‘‘balance of 
purchase price to be paid upon completion of con- 
tract.’’ There was no extension of credit contem- 
plated. Payment was due upon delivery and a state- 
ment for the balance due accompanied the cattle. 
The evidence is undisputed that both parties contem- 
plated payment would be made by a draft drawn on 
the defendant by the plaintiff. 

The concept of conditional payment by check is rec- 
ognized by the Uniform Commercial Code. See §§ 
2-507 (2), 2-511 (2), 2-511 (3), U. C. C. See, also, § 2- 
511, U. C. C., Comment 4: ‘‘This article recognizes 
that the taking of a seemingly solvent party’s check 
is commercially normal and proper and, if due dili- 
gence is exercised in collection, is not to be penal- 
ized in any way. * * * Similarly the reason of this 
subsection should apply and the same result should 
be reached where the buyer ‘pays’ by sight draft on 
a commercial firm which is financing him.’’ The 
code supplements ‘private agreements, including 
course of dealing, usage of trade, and course of per- 
formance.’’ White & Summers, Uniform Commer- 
cial Code, § 2, p. 7 (1972). And the commercial 
meaning of the parties’ agreement or conduct should 
reflect both their expectations as evidenced by their 
‘‘course of dealing’’ and the understanding imparted 
to persons involved in particular commercial trans- 
actions in a given locality as a ‘‘usage of trade.’’ See 
§ 1-205, U. C. C., and Comments. 

The plaintiff introduced evidence of his prior deal- 
ings with the defendant. All prior sales had been 
paid by drafts drawn by the plaintiff upon the de- 
fendant. Every draft had been deposited at the 
plaintiff’s bank, forwarded through regular banking 
channels, and had always been paid. Glen Augus- 
tin, defendant’s vice president, testified that all of 
its cattle purchases were paid by such customer 
drafts. The result in this case would have been the 
same if the defendant had paid for the cattle by its 
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check and the plaintiff would have deposited it in the 
Thayer, Kansas, bank on September 19, 1967. 

A cash sale was pleaded in the reply and evidence 
of a cash sale was admissible. See § 1-205 (6), U. C. 
C., and Comment 10. A cattle marketing expert, 
Hugh Mactier, testified that legal tender is not a cus- 
tomary method of payment in the trade but that 
drafts and checks are commonly used because of the 
logistics of cattle transactions. Buyers are usually 
absent at the time of delivery which typically in- 
volves great distances and possibly several days of 
shipping preparations and weighing to determine the 
price of the cattle. 

The testimony indicates that the parties intended 
their performance of this sale was to be no different 
than their prior transactions. The evidence estab- 
lishes, as a matter of law, that such conditional 
sales, paid by drafts drawn in a commercially im- 
mediate time frame and treated as money in hand 
by the parties, are cash sales. The drawer of a dis- 
honored draft is entitled to the legal remedies af- 
forded an unpaid conditional cash seller. Compare 
cases involving checks drawn by cattle buyers with- 
in a similar time frame. Ranchers & Farmers 
Auction Co. v. Honey, 38 Colo. App. 69, 552 P. 2d 313 
(1976); Matter of Samuels & Co., Inc., 526 F. 2d 1238 
(5th Cir., 1976), wherein checks were apparently 
drawn several days later as discussed in Wiseman, 
Cash Sellers, Secured Financers and the Meat In- 
dustry: An Analysis of Articles Two and Nine of the 
Uniform Commercial Code, 19 B. C. L. Rev. 101, at 
p. 119 (1977). 

The replevin statutes in conjunction with the code, 
§§ 25-1098 et seq., R. R. S. 1948, provide a means for 
the seller to repossess his goods if the buyer defaults 
on a conditional cash sale. See § 2-507 (2), U. C. C.: 
‘‘Where payment is due and demanded on the deliv- 
ery to the buyer of goods or documents of title, his 
right as against the seller to retain or dispose of 
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them is conditional upon his making the payment 
due.’’ See, also, § 2-511 (3), U. C. C.: ‘Subject to 
the provisions of this act on the effect of an instru- 
ment on an obligation (section 3-802), payment by 
check [or instrument] is conditional and is defeated 
as between the parties by dishonor of the check on 
due presentment.”’ See, also, § 2-511, U. C. C., Com- 
ment 4. See, e. g., Gicinto v. Credithrift of America, 
219 Kan. 766, 549 P. 2d 870 (1976); Martin Buick v. 
Colo. Spgs. Bk., 184 Colo. 166, 519 P. 2d 354 (1974); 
Greater Louisville Auto Auction v. Ogle Buick, Inc., 
387 S. W. 2d 17 (Ky., 1965); Ranchers & Farmers 
Auction Co. v. Honey, supra; Ranchers & Farm Liv. 
Auc. Co. v. First St. Bank, 531 S. W. 2d 167 (Tex. Civ. 
App., 1975); In re Helms Veneer Corporation, 287 F. 
Supp. 840 (D. C. Va., 1968); 2 Anderson, Uniform 
Commercial Code (2d Ed., 1971), §§ 2-507:8 and 2- 
507:13; Nordstrom, Law of Sales, §§ 166, 170, and 171 
(1970). 

Reliance on the above authority and section 2-507 
(2), U. C. C., to establish the cash seller’s rights is 
specifically limited to the present circumstances. 
There is no question of the cash seller’s priority un- 
der article 9 of the Uniform Commercial Code, as no 
secured creditor is claiming against the seller’s in- 
terest. Although there may be support for the lower 
court’s determination that a purchase money secur- 
ity interest arose by virtue of section 9-113, U. C. C., 
we do not reach that issue. See Wiseman, Cash Sel- 
lers, Secured Financers and the Meat Industry: An 
Analysis of Articles Two and Nine of the Uniform 
Commercial Code, 19 B. C. L. Rev. 101, at pp. 146-52 
(1977). 

As a final argument, defendant asserts that recla- 
mation is a voidable preference in bankruptcy. See 
Bankruptcy Act, Chapter 6, Title 11 U. S. C., § 96 
(1970). ‘‘A voidable preference is a transfer of non- 
exempt property made or suffered by the bankrupt 
for or on account of an antecedent debt within four 
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months of bankruptcy to or for the benefit of a credi- 
tor and while the debtor was insolvent, if the effect 
of the transfer was to enable the transferee to obtain 
a greater percentage of his debt than other creditors 
of the same class and if the transferee, at the time of 
the transfer, had reasonable cause to believe that 
the debtor was insolvent. Although it would appear 
possible to fit the right to reclamation within this 
definition, the major commentators are in almost 
unanimous agreement that the seller’s right to re- 
claim normally is not a voidable preference.’’ Se- 
bert, The Seller’s Right to Reclaim: Another Con- 
flict between the Uniform Commercial Code and the 
Bankruptcy Act?, 52 Notre Dame Law. 219, at p. 233 
(1976). 

Here, the reclamation under section 2-507 (2), U. 
C. C., voided the buyer’s ownership rights in the cat- 
tle and ‘‘the return thereof does not constitute a pref- 
erential transfer of property to a creditor of the 
bankrupt.’ 3, Part 2, Collier on Bankruptcy, § 60.18, 
at p. 844 (14th Ed., 1977). Application of the bank- 
rupt’s voidable preference would actually be a wind- 
fall to the buyer and his creditors because the estate 
would be enlarged, without cost, to the extent of the 
proceeds from the sale of the delivered goods. King, 
Voidable Preferences and the Uniform Commercial 
Code, 52 Cornell L. Q. 925, at p. 939, n. 53 (1967). 
Reclamation is not a voidable preference because 
the title is voidable; thus, there is no transfer on 
account of an antecedent debt. See, Matter of 
Telemart Enterprises, Inc., 524 F. 2d 761, at p. 764 
(9th Cir., 1975), cert. denied sub nom. Holzman v. 
Alfred M. Lewis, Inc., 424 U. S. 969, 96 S. Ct. 1466, 47 
L. Ed. 2d 736 (1976). 

The defendant was entitled to a return of the 
downpayment by the seller’s decision to reclaim the 
cattle. The trial court awarded judgment to the de- 
fendant for the $3,180 downpayment but denied inter- 
est because no demand for repayment was made. 
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The failure to demand return of the downpayment 
does not preclude the recovery of interest. The 
award of $3,180 to the defendant is affirmed but the 
defendant should be allowed interest at the statutory 
rate of 6 percent from the date of reclamation, Sep- 
tember 29, 1967, i. e., the time when defendant had 
no further interest in the cattle. See § 45-102, R. R. 
S. 1943 (Reissue 1968); and § 2-507 (2), U. C. C. 

The matter of damages for care and transporta- 
tion of the cattle was not argued in the defendant’s 
brief. The issue need not be considered on appeal. 
Rule 8 a 2 (3), Revised Rules of the Supreme Court, 
1977. 

The judgment of the District Court is modified to 
allow interest to the defendant at the rate of 6 per- 
cent from September 29, 1967, on $3,180. As modi- 
fied the judgment is affirmed. 

AFFIRMED AS MODIFIED. 


EUGENE W. KURKOWSKI, APPELLANT, V. MABEL M. 
BAILEY, APPELLEE. 


279 N. W. 2d 401 
Filed May 29, 1979. No. 42203. 


1. Trial: Appeal and Error. Where during the trial of a case, both 
parties treat an affirmative defense as denied, it will be so consid- 
ered in this court, although plaintiff did not file a reply. 

2. Accord and Satisfaction: Intent. The principal questions in deter- 
mining whether a discharge by accord and satisfaction has taken 
place are: (1) Did the parties in fact agree that the performance 
rendered should operate as a final discharge and satisfaction; and 
(2) does that performance constitute a sufficient consideration for 
a return promise or for a discharge? 

3. Accord and Satisfaction. The question of whether a payment ren- 
dered by the obligor, and later asserted to be in satisfaction, was so 
tendered to the claimant that he knew or should have known that it 
was tendered as full satisfaction is a question of fact. 
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Appeal from the District Court for Keith County: 
HuGuH Stuart, Judge. Affirmed. 


Maupin, Dent, Kay & Satterfield and David A. 
Bush, for appellant. 


Firmin Q. Feltz, for appellee. 


Heard before BosLauGH, WHITE, and HastTINGs, JJ., 
and GRANT and SprRaGuE, District Judges. 


GRant, District Judge. 

Plaintiff sues defendant for real estate commis- 
sions due on a listing agreement as later amended 
by a purchase agreement between defendant and a 
buyer. Defendant answered denying any indebted- 
ness to plaintiff and pleading that plaintiff had been 
paid for any service rendered to defendant. Plain- 
tiff did not file a reply to the answer. 

The parties waived jury trial, and the matter was 
tried to the court. The court found generally for the 
defendant and further found there had been an ac- 
cord and satisfaction between the parties. The 
court dismissed plaintiff’s petition. Motion for new 
trial was duly filed and denied, and this appeal by 
plaintiff followed. We affirm the judgment of the 
trial court. 

In view of defendant’s answer asserting payment 
and plaintiff’s failure to file a reply, ‘“‘[wJe are met 
at the threshold of this case with the defendant’s as- 
sertion that the plea of payment stands undisputed, 
and the verdict therefore should be sustained not- 
withstanding the evidence.’’ Crilly v. Ruyle, 87 
Neb. 367, 127 N. W. 251. That case goes on to fully 
dispose of defendant’s contention in this regard, and 
we readopt the language of that case to the effect 
that ‘‘while section 134 [now section 25-842, R. R. S. 
1943] of the code provides that every material alle- 
gation of new matter in an answer not controverted 
by a reply shall for the purpose of the action be 
taken as true, yet a litigant will not be permitted to 
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try his case in the district court as though a reply 
traversing the allegation in his answer were on file 
and insist in this court that no reply was filed.” 
Crilly v. Ruyle, supra, at p. 370. 

Evidence adduced at the trial showed that plaintiff 
and defendant entered into a written real estate list- 
ing agreement on January 20, 1973, and an agree- 
ment for the sale of real estate on February 5, 1973. 
This original listing agreement provided in part that 
defendant would pay a real estate commission of all 
amounts in excess of the ‘‘net listing’’ of $128,000. 
Later plaintiff prepared a purchase agreement 
which provided for the sale of the property for ‘‘the 
total sum of $128,000’’ on the face of the instrument, 
and which further provided in an attached adden- 
dum: ‘ * * * (2) Buyer agrees to pay $128,000.00 of 
which $110,000.00 will be paid to owner, as sale pricé 
of real estate. The remainder to be paid in assum- 
ing all expenses of sale including charges of broker 
and release of rights to present renter. (3) $18,- 
000.00 of the sale price will be charged to grow- 
ing wheat, improvements, fences, and wells for cat- 
tle.’”’ This purchaser had discussed buying the prop- 
erty with defendant before the date of the listing 
agreement, but there had been no discussion of 
price. 

Defendant and purchaser executed this purchase 
agreement. Plaintiff then obtained an agreement 
from the renters of the real estate (the son-in-law 
and daughter of defendant) to dispose of their rights 
and growing crops for $12,000. Plaintiff contends 
that the balance of the $18,000, or $6,000, should be 
his commission. 

Further evidence showed that on May 4, 1973, 
plaintiff came to the office of defendant’s attorney 
and had a discussion with the attorney and defend- 
ant. There is a dispute as to what was actually said, 
but there is competent evidence showing that de- 
fendant made various offers to plaintiff, ending up 
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with a $2,000 offer and that plaintiff accepted that 
amount ‘‘in full payment.’’ It is undisputed that de- 
fendant drew a check in the amount of $2,000 pay- 
able to plaintiff; that on the check there was the no- 
tation ‘‘Commission in full’; and that plaintiff took 
such check, endorsed it, and then left the office with 
the check. It is also undisputed that plaintiff did not 
cash the check, but gave it to the buyer who returned 
it to the defendant on May 24, 1973, when the buyer 
completed his part of the purchase agreement. 

On this set of facts, the trial court found there had 
been an accord and satisfaction between the parties. 
We agree. As stated in Schulze v. Jensen, 191 Neb. 
253, 214 N. W. 2d 591, ‘‘The principal questions to be 
asked in determining whether a discharge by accord 
and satisfaction has taken place are: (1) Did the 
parties in fact agree that the performance rendered 
should operate as a final discharge and satisfaction; 
and (2) does that performance constitute a sufficient 
consideration for a return promise or for a dis- 
charge? 6 Corbin on Contracts, § 1276 (1962). And 
the question of whether a payment rendered by the 
obligor, and later asserted to be in satisfaction, was 
so tendered to the claimant that he knew or should 
have known that it was tendered as full satisfaction 
is a question of fact. 6 Corbin on Contracts, § 1277 
(1962).’”’ Jury having been waived, the trial court 
sat as the trier of facts. If believed, those facts 
showed that the parties agreed that the performance 
by defendant in giving plaintiff a $2,000 check in full 
payment should operate as a final discharge; and 
that such performance constituted a sufficient consid- 
eration for a discharge. Under the circumstances 
as shown the requirements of an accord and satis- 
faction, as set out in Crilly v. Ruyle, 87 Neb. 367, 127 
N. W. 251, were fully complied with. The agreement 
was made, there was consideration, and the agree- 
ment was fully executed by defendant. 
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The judgment of the District Court is correct and 
is affirmed. 
AFFIRMED. 


STATE OF NERASKA, APPELLEE, V. Ricky J. COSTANZO, 
APPELLANT. 
279 N. W. 2d 404 


Filed May 29, 1979. No. 42303. 


1. Criminal Law: Verdicts: Evidence. In a criminal action, this 
court will not interfere with a verdict of guilty unless, as a matter 
of law, the evidence is so lacking in probative force that it is insuf- 
ficient to support a finding of guilt beyond a reasonable doubt. 

2. Criminal Law: Evidence. The test of the sufficiency of circum- 
stantial evidence in a criminal prosecution is whether the facts and 
circumstances tending to connect the accused with the crime 
‘charged are of such a conclusive nature as to exclude to a moral 
certainty every rational hypothesis except that of guilt. 

Appeal from the District Court for Douglas Coun- 
ty: JoHN C. Burke, Judge. Affirmed. 


Anthony 8. Troia of Troia Law Offices, P. C., for 
appellant. 


Paul L. Douglas, Attorney General, and Ruth 
Anne E. Galter, for appellee. 


Heard before Krivosnua, C. J., BoSLauGH, McCown, 
CLINTON, BRODKEY, WHITE, and HASTINGS, JJ. 


WHITE, J. 

After a jury trial in the District Court, the defend- 
ant was convicted of the crime of robbery and sen- 
tenced to imprisonment for a term of 5 to 7 years in 
the Nebraska Penal and Correctional Complex. De- 
fendant appeals. We affirm. 

On appeal the defendant assigns a single error; 
that the evidence was insufficient to warrant the 
jury finding the defendant guilty beyond a reason- 
able doubt of the crime charged. 
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In a criminal action, this court will not interfere 
with a verdict of guilty unless, as a matter of law, 
the evidence is so lacking in probative force that it is 
insufficient to support a finding of guilt beyond a 
reasonable doubt. 

“The test of the sufficiency of circumstantial evi- 
dence in a criminal prosecution is whether the facts 
and circumstances tending to connect the accused 
with the crime charged are of such a conclusive na- 
ture as to exclude to a moral certainty every ration- 
al hypothesis except that of guilt.’’ State v. Jour- 
ney, 201 Neb. 607, 271 N. W. 2d 320. 

Irene Majeed, a clerk at a 7-Eleven Food Store at 
1502 South 60th Street, Omaha, was alone in the store 
at approximately 1 a.m., on May 30, 1978. Two 
white male youths came into the store. Mrs. Ma- 
jeed did not see the faces of the youths as they en- 
tered. The youths turned the corner of the counter 
and confronted Mrs. Majeed. At that time, she no- 
ticed that the taller youth had a nylon stocking over 
his head and the shorter youth had a shirt pulled up 
to conceal his face. The shorter one held a knife 
and forced the victim into a back room, while the 
taller one took money from the cash register. In ad- 
dition to currency, the robber took a number of 
quarters from the register, some of which dropped 
to the floor as the robbers ran from the store. Mrs. 
Majeed estimated the number of quarters to be less 
than $13 or $14. Mrs. Majeed immediately called 
the Omaha police. Three cruisers responded. Offi- 
cer Larry Lutton heard the call at 1:10 a.m., and 
proceeded to the store, determined that the suspects 
had left, and searched the area. The officer found 
two shirts and part of a nylon stocking. One of the 
shirts was identified as belonging to one of the rob- 
bers. On examination, two human hairs were found 
in the stocking mask and, by stipulation, the State 
laboratory serologist testified: ‘‘The hair of Ricky 
Constanzo [sic] was microscopically similar to the 
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hairs in Exhibit #1 and they could have come from a 
common source.” 

Officer John Wilson, also a cruiser officer, heard 
the call about 1:10 a.m. At that time he was at 55th 
and Center Streets in Omaha. He testified he antici- 
pated the escape route. “I figured they might go 
west.’’ He knew the suspects were two Caucasian 
males. At approximately 63rd and Center Streets, 
he observed an automobile traveling at a relatively 
high rate of speed with two white males inside it, 
who appeared ‘‘nervous.’’ Officer Wilson also no- 
ticed the vehicle had an unlighted taillight. He pur- 
sued and stopped the car. He observed that the par- 
ties had on shirts similar to the description given 
him. A knife was found on the defendant’s compan- 
ion, Ralph Costanzo, which was subsequently identi- 
fied by Mrs. Majeed as similar to the knife used in 
the robbery. A large quantity of quarters was found 
on the floor of the car on the passenger side. The 
suspects were taken back to the store and Mrs. Ma- 
jeed told the officers the Costanzos ‘‘could possibly 
be the suspects” and that they were the ‘‘same 
height and size.” 

After arrest, the Costanzos were subject to a more 
complete search. A quantity of currency was found 
inside the underwear briefs of Ralph Costanzo. 

Counsel on appeal draws our attention to the fact 
that, in her first report to the police, Mrs. Majeed 
stated the robbers were 5 feet 5 inches and 5 feet 8 
inches tall when, in fact, the defendant, the taller of 
the suspects, was 6 feet 2 inches tall. 

The defendant did not testify. It is obvious that, in 
view of the overwhelming evidence, the jury was 
amply justified in returning the verdict it did. 

The judgment and sentence are affirmed. 

AFFIRMED. 
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STATE OF NEBRASKA EX REL. NEBRASKA STATE Bar 
ASSOCIATION, RELATOR, Vv. LEONARD DUNKER, 
RESPONDENT. 

279 N. W. 2d 609 


Filed June 5, 1979. No. 41434. 


1. Attorneys at Law: Licenses and Permits. Lawyers who are 
granted licenses to practice their profession in this state thereby 
voluntarily assume certain obligations and duties as officers of the 
courts, and in the performance thereof they must conform to cer- 
tain standards in relation to clients, to the courts, to the profession, 
and to the public. 

2. Attorneys at Law: Disciplinary Proceedings: Canons. In deter- 
mining the sanction to be applied for violations of the Code of Pro- 
fessional Responsibility of the Nebraska State Bar Association, this 
court may properly consider the respondent’s history and record in 
this regard. 


Original action. Judgment of suspension. 
James W. Hewitt, for appellant. 


Paul L. Douglas, Attorney General, and C. C. Shel- 
don, for appellee. 


Heard before Krivosnwa, C. J., BosLaucH, McCown, 
CLINTON, and Bropkery, JJ., and Stuart, District 
Judge, and Kuns, Retired District Judge. 


BRODKEEY, J. 

This is an original disciplinary proceeding brought 
in the name of the State of Nebraska on relation of 
the Nebraska State Bar Association against Leonard 
Dunker, a lawyer duly admitted and licensed to 
practice his profession in this state. Following 
hearings held before the Committee on Inquiry of the 
Third Judicial District and the Advisory Committee, 
formal charges against the respondent were filed in 
the Supreme Court of Nebraska on May 6, 1977. This 
court then appointed a referee to hear the matter, 
who then held a hearing on the charges. The testi- 
mony adduced at that hearing, by stipulation of the 
parties, consisted principally of the testimony ad- 
duced at the hearing held before the Committee 
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on Inquiry of the Third Judicial District. The ref- 
eree filed his report in this court on October 11, 1978. 
The respondent filed his exceptions to the report of 
the referee on October 13, 1978, and thereafter per- 
fected his appeal to this court. 

The formal charge, as filed in this matter, consists 
of 14 separate paragraphs containing specific allega- 
tions of misconduct on the part of the respondent, plus 
an unnumbered concluding paragaph alleging viola- 
tions of certain sections of the Code of Professional 
Responsibility. In his report, the referee summarized 
the factual allegations of the formal charge against 
the respondent into 12 separate items, alphabetically 
designated as A through L, as follows: 

“A, Filed an Affidavit of Mailing Notice that is 
claimed to have been back-dated. 

“B. Threatened more expense and delay if they 
got their own lawyer. 

“C. Filed a waiver of notice and recommenda- 
tion in the District Court of Saunders County, Ne- 
braska, signed by Reynold M. Kubik, when the Re- 
spondent was guardian of Reynold M. Kubik and 
knew Reynold M. Kubik to be incompetent. 

“D. Filed in the County Court of Saunders Coun- 
ty a recommendation that Respondent not be re- 
moved as Administrator signed by Reynold M. Ku- 
bik, when Respondent knew Kubik to be incompetent 
and knew that Respondent was Reynold M. Kubik’s 
guardian. 

‘KE. Respondent filed with the County Court of 
Saunders County an approval of settlement agree- 
ment signed by Reynold M. Kubik without informing 
the Court that Reynold M. Kubik was incompetent 
and that Respondent was his guardian. 

“W, Respondent filed with the County Court of 
Saunders County a stipulation and consent of heirs 
signed by Reynold M. Kubik without informing the 
Court that Reynold was incompetent and that Re- 
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spondent was his guardian. 

“G. Respondent filed with the County Court of 
Saunders County a waiver of notice of hearing on 
petition for final settlement, approval of final report, 
determination of fees and commissions, payments of 
mortgages and notes, distribution of estate, and dis- 
charge, signed by Reynold M. Kubik without inform- 
ing the Court that Reynold M. Kubik was incompe- 
tent and that Respondent was his guardian. 

‘“H. That the estate of which Respondent was ad- 
ministrator and acting as attorney was required to 
file a Federal Estate Tax Return on September 24, 
1970. That Respondent made no arrangements to 
file the Federal Estate Tax Return or pay the Feder- 
al Estate Tax until after the due date. That Respond- 
ent finally arranged for another attorney to pre- 
pare and file the Federal Estate Tax Return, which 
was done on June 9, 1972. That the late filing and 
payment resulted in penalties and interest in the 
amount of $3,826.64 assessed against the estate. 

“T. That on April 30, 1973, Judith R. Kubik, as an 
heir of the estate, assigned a portion of her proceeds 
of the estate to Gateway Bank and that respondent 
ignored the assignment and made payment direct to 
Judith R. Kubik. 

‘J. That Respondent failed to promptly pay pre- 
miums on his surety bond, payment not being made 
until March 1, 1974. 

“K, That the Judge of Saunders County Court, 
claiming failure on the part of Respondent to render an 
account of his administration within the time ordered 
by the Court, ordered the Respondent to show cause 
why he should not be removed as Administrator. 

“L. That the Administrator in making distribu- 
tion from the estate deducted from the share of cer- 
tain of the beneficiaries an amount of $400 each, 
which was to be withheld to apply on another attor- 
ney’s fees in the land sale proceeding.’’ In his re- 
port, the referee has also added an additional item 
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M in summary of the foregoing items A to L, read- 
ing as follows: ‘That all of the allegations, if true, 
would establish a pattern of neglect, misrepresenta- 
tion, conflict of interest, and conduct that adversely 
reflects on Respondent’s fitness to practice law in 
violation of Section 7-104 R. R. S. and Canon I Dr. 
1-102A 4 and 6, Canon V Dr. 5-105A and B, Canon VI 
Dr. 6-101A 3.’’ In his report, the referee found that 
the charges designated as A, B, and I, were not es- 
tablished by clear and convincing evidence; but that 
the charges referred to as C, D, E, F, G, H, J, K, and 
L were all established by clear and convincing evi- 
dence. The referee also found that the evidence es- 
tablished a pattern of neglect reflecting on respond- 
ent’s fitness and competence to practice law; and 
recommended that respondent be suspended from 
the practice of law for 3 years. 

In his brief, respondent alleges only two assign- 
ments of error: (1) The referee erred in failing to 
consider evidence favorable to respondent on 
charges H and K set forth in the referee’s report; 
and (2) the discipline recommended by the referee 
is excessive. It is the latter issue that we are princi- 
pally concerned with in this case, as it appears that 
there is no real dispute as to the underlying facts of 
what transpired, nor of the fact that respondent was 
guilty of infractions of the Code of Professional Re- 
sponsibility of the Nebraska State Bar Association. In 
his argument on appeal, counsel for respondent con- 
cedes this is true, but alleges that the referee failed 
to take into consideration certain mitigating circum- 
stances and evidence on certain of the charges, and 
that the recommended period of suspension for a 
term of 3 years is excessive and unjustified. 

By way of a general factual background to aid in 
understanding this case, it appears from the record 
that William Kubik, Sr., who was a farmer living 
near Prague, Nebraska, died intestate on June 24, 
1969, leaving as his heirs his widow Judith; his sons 
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Wilfred, Reynold, and William, Jr.; and his daugh- 
ters Rita, Ramona, Marie, and Judith Ann. Shortly 
before the death of the decedent, respondent had 
filed divorce proceedings against him on behalf of 
Mrs. Kubik. Shortly thereafter, respondent was 
asked by the surviving widow, Judith, to serve as 
the administrator of decedent’s estate, and he ac- 
cepted. 

During the course of the estate proceedings, Wil- 
liam, Jr., and Wilfred, two of the sons of the dece- 
dent, filed lawsuits in the District Court for Saunders 
County, alleging an oral agreement with their father 
to convey certain lands to them. Another attorney 
represented the sons in the action. Respondent filed 
a motion to make more definite and certain in each 
lawsuit and then recommended to the heirs that they 
engage William L. Walker, a Lincoln attorney, as 
their attorney. A settlement agreement was finally 
reached and the real estate in question was sold on 
August 5, 1972. 

One of the principal categories of charges, found 
by the referee to be substantiated by the evidence, 
involved respondent’s dealings with another son of 
the deceased, Reynold Kubik. There is little ques- 
tion in the evidence but that Reynold was lacking in 
intellect and mentally slow, the degree thereof, how- 
ever, being a matter of dispute. On February 9, 
1971, Reynold was committed to the Lincoln Region- 
al Center by the mental health board of Lancaster 
County. On November 11, 1971, he was placed on 
convalescent leave by the Regional Center, and was 
discharged from the Regional Center on August 17, 
1972. On October 24, 1972, he was readmitted to the 
Regional Center a second time, following a second 
determination of incompetency by the mental health 
board. Prior to this time, however, on March 16, 
1971, respondent was appointed the guardian of Rey- 
nold Kubik by the county court of Lancaster County, 
and he continued in that capacity until he was dis- 
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charged on October 2, 1973. While acting as admin- 
istrator of the estate of William Kubik, Sr., and dur- 
ing the time the estate proceeding was pending in 
Saunders County, respondent presented various fil- 
ings and papers, on one occasion to the District 
Court and on four instances to the county court of 
Saunders County, which filings and papers did not 
reveal that Reynold was under guardianship as an 
incompetent. In his report the referee found five of 
the violations, supported by the evidence, involved 
Reynold Kubik. Specifically, on March 31, 1972, re- 
spondent filed with the county court of Saunders 
County a recommendation that he not be removed as 
administrator. The recommendation was signed by 
Reynold M. Kubik. On April 25, 1972, respondent 
filed with the Saunders County court an approval of 
settlement agreement, which was also signed by 
Reynold Kubik. On March 14, 1973, respondent filed 
a stipulation and consent of heirs signed by Reynold 
Kubik. On June 27, 1973, respondent filed with the 
Saunders County court a waiver of notice on the peti- 
tion for final settlement, which was also signed by 
Reynold Kubik. At no time did respondent notify 
the county court of Saunders County that Reynold 
Kubik had been declared incompetent or that he, 
respondent, was Reynold Kubik’s guardian. Coun- 
sel for respondent concedes that respondent did not 
advise the court of Reynold Kubik’s guardianship, 
but points out that everyone knew Reynold’s condi- 
tion and that the other heirs also signed the various 
pleadings and documents along with Reynold. 
Counsel for respondent argues that respondent’s sins 
were sins of omission and not commission, and that 
no one suffered financial loss as a result thereof. In 
his report, however, the referee found that the res- 
pondent lacked an accurate understanding of a 
guardian’s duties to his ward, an attorney’s duty to 
his client, and an administrator’s duty to the court 
and to the beneficiaries of the estate. 
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Item H of the referee’s report refers to respond- 
ent’s failure to file a federal estate tax return, 
which was due on September 24, 1970. Respondent’s 
explanation for this failure was that he knew such a 
return would have to be made but because of his 
inexperience in dealing with estates of that size he 
did not know the date such a return would be re- 
quired, and the matter slipped his mind until attor- 
ney William L. Walker, who was consulting with him 
about the estate, inquired about the return. The 
record reveals that the estate tax return was pre- 
pared by attorney Walker, although it is not com- 
pletely clear whether in so doing he was actually 
employed by the heirs, or was assisting respondent. 
In any event, attorney Walker prepared the estate 
tax return in June 1972, and on October 12, 1972, re- 
spondent paid the Internal Revenue Service $11,914.- 
73, of which $3,098.72 was penalty and interest. Re- 
spondent contends that the referee failed to take into 
consideration certain ameliorating circumstances, 
to wit, that he advised the heirs by letter that he 
would reduce his fee for his services (estimated to 
be in the neighborhood of $10,000) to the figure of 
$7,000, in order to reimburse the heirs for the penal- 
ties and interest assessed against the estate as the 
result of the late filing of the federal estate tax 
return. In a subsequent meeting in April 1974, re- 
spondent testified he told the heirs he would reduce 
his fees; and the heirs present at the meeting, with 
their respective counsel, Walker and Inbody, agreed 
to the plan. The record also reveals respondent did 
not file the Nebraska or federal fiduciary returns in 
the estate when they were due, and, as a result, pen- 
alties and interest in the amount of $1,095.33 were 
assessed against the estate. Respondent paid the 
penalties and interest out of his own funds. He also 
points out that neither the heirs nor the estate suf- 
fered any loss as the result of the late filing. 

Item K of the referee’s summary of charges con- 
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cerns the allegations contained in paragraph XIII of 
the charges themselves with reference to the respond- 
ent’s citation by County Judge Edstrom for failure 
to render an account of his administration within the 
time ordered by the court, and also the order to 
show cause issued on January 21, 1972, why respond- 
ent should not be removed from office as the ad- 
ministrator of the estate for the reasons stated 
therein. Respondent points out that the hearing was 
never held on the order to show cause nor was he 
ever removed as administrator; and he further con- 
tends he did not receive a copy of the citation 
entered by Judge Edstrom, and that the first time he 
was aware of the citation was when he received the 
order to show cause some 3 weeks later, at which 
time he immediately went to Wahoo and discussed 
the matter with Judge Edstrom. 

We now turn to a consideration of the proper sanc- 
tion to be imposed in this case. As previously 
stated, the referee recommended that respondent be 
suspended from the practice of law for a period of 3 
years. The Attorney General’s office, as counsel for 
the State of Nebraska ex rel. Nebraska State Bar As- 
sociation, relator, in its brief, finds merit in 
respondent’s assignment of error with regard to the 
excessiveness of the discipline recommended by the 
referee; and, notwithstanding its conclusion that the 
matters in this case were handled in an irregular 
fashion and with inexcusable disregard for potential 
conflicts of interest, states: ‘‘that suspension for a 
period of no more than six months would be appro- 
priate.’’ The Attorney General’s brief also states, 
however: “It is neither our province nor desire to 
advocate rejection of the referee’s recommendation 
as being clearly wrong.”’ 

In this case, respondent is 59 years of age and has 
been practicing law in this state for approximately 
35 years. Respondent points out that were we to fol- 
low the recommendations of the referee and suspend 
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him for 3 years, he would be 62 or 63 years of age by 
the time his suspension expired, with scarce hope of 
retaining his present clients, and would be faced 
with the necessity of attempting to reestablish his 
law practice at an advanced age. The records of 
this court, however, reveal that respondent has had 
prior disciplinary problems with the Nebraska State 
Bar Association. In 1955, respondent was subjected 
to a judgment of censure by this court because of his 
professional misconduct. State ex rel. Nebraska 
State Bar Assn. v. Dunker, 160 Neb. 779, 71 N. W. 2d 
502 (1955). In determining the sanction to be ap- 
plied for violations of the Code of Professional Re- 
sponsibility we may properly consider respondent’s 
history and record in this regard. State ex rel. Ne- 
braska State Bar Assn. v. Hollstein, 202 Neb. 40, 274 
N. W. 2d 508 (1979); Bluestein v. The State Bar of 
California, 13 Cal. 3d 162, 118 Cal. Rptr. 175, 529 P. 2d 
599 (1975). It is a well-established rule in this state 
that lawyers who are granted licenses to practice 
their profession in this state thereby voluntarily as- 
sume certain obligations and duties as officers of the 
courts, and in the performance thereof they must 
conform to certain standards in relation to clients, to 
the courts, to the profession, and to the public. State 
ex rel. Nebraska State Bar Assn. v. Dunker, supra. 
In view of the totality of the circumstances existing 
in this case, we conclude that the recommendation 
of the referee for suspension of respondent for a 
period of 3 years is, perhaps, too severe; on the 
other hand, we also feel that suspension for a period 
of only 6 months, as recommended by the Attorney 
General, is, under the facts of this case, inadequate. 
We think the ends of justice will be properly served 
by suspending respondent from the further practice 
of law in this state for a period of 1 year, to com- 
mence 30 days after our judgment herein becomes 
effective. If, at the end of 1 year from the effective 
day of his suspension, respondent makes an affirma- 


598 NEBRASKA REPORTS [VoL. 203 


Schissler v. Foote 


tive showing, sufficient to satisfy this court, that he 
has fully complied with the order of suspension and 
that he will not, in the future, engage in any prac- 
tices offensive to the legal profession, then he will be 
reinstated and allowed to engage in the practice of 
law; however, if he fails to do so, then the suspen- 
sion herein provided for is to become permanent. 
Judgment of suspension accordingly. All costs of 
this proceeding are taxed to respondent. 
JUDGMENT OF SUSPENSION. 


IN RE ESTATE OF LORNE A. FOOTE, DECEASED. 
MaRGARET BE. SCHISSLER, APPELLANT, V. DorotTuy R. 
Footse, Co-E:XEcUTRIX OF THE ESTATE OF LORNE A. 
FOoTE, DECEASED, AND JAMES R. MCGREEVY, 
ADMINISTRATOR, C.T.A., APPELLEES. 

279 N. W. 2d 614 


Filed June 5, 1979. No. 41903. 


Wills: Personal Representative: Statutes. While it is not mandatory 
that the county court appoint as personal representative of the es- 
tate the person or persons nominated in a will, it is required that 
the court adhere to all of the applicable provisions of section 30- 
2412, R. R. S. 1943, in making an appointment. 

Appeal from the District Court for Douglas Coun- 
ty: Patrick W. Lyncu, Judge. Reversed and re- 
manded with directions. 


James P. Miller, for appellant. 


Harry L. Welch of Gross, Welch, Vinardi, Kauff- 
man, Day & Langdon, for appellees. 


Heard before Krivosna, C. J., McCown, and Brop- 
Key, JJ., and RicHiine and Cuark, District Judges. 


RIcHLING, District Judge. 

Lorne A. Foote died on March 8, 1977, leaving a 
last will and testament which devised a sum to his 
sister, Mrs. Margaret Foote Schissler, and the re- 
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mainder to his wife, Dorothy R. Foote. The will 
named the widow and the sister as co-executrixes, 
with the provision that should one of them prede- 
cease him, or decline for any reason to serve, the 
other would act alone as executrix. 

On March 9, 1977, the sister filed a petition in 
county court for formal probate of the will, deter- 
mination of heirs, and appointment of personal rep- 
resentative. The petition was duly noticed for 
hearing. Evidentiary hearing was had on April 21, 
1977, before one of the judges of the county court of 
Douglas County, Nebraska. The widow and the sis- 
ter appeared, together with their respective counsel. 
Both the widow and sister gave testimony. The bill 
of exceptions discloses that, at the termination of the 
testimony, adjournment was had without ruling, de- 
termination, or comment from the court. 

No objection was filed to the probate of the will, 
nor to the appointment of either the widow or the sis- 
ter of the deceased as executrix or co-executrix. In 
their testimony each indicated their willingness to 
serve as co-executrixes. 

The testimony disclosed that during the lifetime of 
the deceased he had rented two bank safe-deposit 
boxes. One was in joint tenancy with the wife, and 
one with his sister. 

The widow testified that on March 4, the day after 
the decedent’s death, she went to the box that was 
jointly in their names and removed the abstract to 
some rental real estate and certain bonds, all of 
which were in joint tenancy. 

The sister testified that on March 4 she went to the 
box, which was in joint tenancy with the right of sur- 
vivorship in her name and that of the decedent, and 
removed some diamond earrings which had been 
her mother’s and which she had placed in the box 
about 2 years before, as well as an envelope on 
which, she testified, was the legend, in the dece- 
dent’s handwriting, ‘‘Personal Property of Margaret 
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Schissler’’ and which contained $1,000 in cash. She 
testified that she furnished part of the cash to the de- 
cedent and he had furnished the balance and placed 
it in the box. The box contained other items which 
were in the name of the decedent. These she did not 
remove. Both the widow and the sister expressed a 
willingness to have the respective boxes examined 
and inventoried. 

The record in this case indicates that no further 
filings or hearings were had. On April 29, 1977, a 
different judge of the county court of Douglas Coun- 
ty, Nebraska, entered an order admitting the will to 
formal probate and making a determination of 
heirs. The order further provided, ‘“‘The Court also 
finds that the Co-Executrixes named in Decedent’s 
Will are not suitable to serve together’’ and ap- 
pointed a third person as personal representative of 
the decedent’s estate in unsupervised administration 
with bond fixed. On the same day, the judge that 
signed the order aforesaid signed an additional 
order wherein it was recited that the court on its 
own motion ordered that no person other than the 
appointed personal representative be allowed access 
to either safe-deposit box except in the presence of 
said personal representative. 

On May 6, 1977, Margaret Schissler filed objec- 
tions to the appointment of the named personal rep- 
resentative. The transcript fails to disclose the 
disposition, if any, of said objection. However, on 
May 19, 1977, Margaret Schissler filed notice of ap- 
peal to the District Court. 

The District Court upon review of the court file 
and transcript of testimony taken in county court 
found that the petition on appeal of Margaret E. 
Schissler should be dismissed and the cause re- 
manded to the county court for further proceedings. 
Order was entered accordingly. Timely appeal was 
taken to this court. 

Section 30-302, R. R. S. 1943, was repealed and re- 
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placed by section 30-2412, R. R. S. 1948, which be- 
came operative on January 1, 1977. Section 30-2412 
provides: ‘‘(a) Whether the proceedings are formal 
or informal, persons who are not disqualified have 
priority for appointment in the following order: (1) 
the person with priority as determined by a pro- 
bated will including a person nominated by a power 
conferred in a will; (2) the surviving spouse of the 
decedent who is a devisee of the decedent; (3) other 
devisees of the decedent; (4) the surviving spouse of 
the decedent; (5) other heirs of the decedent; * * *.”’ 

However, subsection (f) provides: ‘‘No person is 
qualified to serve as a personal representative who is: 
(1) under the age of nineteen; (2) a person whom the 
court finds unsuitable in formal proceedings.”’ 

Subsection (b) of section 30-2412, R. R. S. 1943, pro- 
vides: ‘‘An objection to an appointment can be 
made only in formal proceedings. In case of objec- 
tion the priorities stated in (a) apply except that (1) 
** *- (2) in case of objection to appointment of a 
person other than one whose priority is determined 
by will by an heir or devisee appearing to have a 
substantial interest in the estate, the court may 
appoint a person who is acceptable to heirs and dev- 
isees whose interests in the estate appear to be 
worth in total more than half of the probable distrib- 
utable value or, in default of this accord, any suit- 
able person.”’ 

The county court’s order of April 29, 1977, did not 
find in formal proceedings either the widow, Doro- 
thy Foote, or the sister, Margaret Schissler, unsuit- 
able to serve as personal representative of the es- 
tate, but only that they were not suitable to serve to- 
gether. There was no recitation of cause or findings 
as to the basis of the finding that they were unsuit- 
able to serve together. The record discloses neither 
a recommendation nor acceptance, by the heirs and 
devisees, of the stranger appointed as personal rep- 
resentative. 
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We find that the county court of Douglas County, 
Nebraska, in its order of April 29, 1977, appointing 
James R. McGreevy as personal representative of 
the decedent’s estate, rather than the widow, Doro- 
thy Foote, or the sister, Margaret Schissler, to serve 
as executrix or the two of them to serve as co-execu- 
trixes was in error. 

The order of the District Court for Douglas Coun- 
ty, Nebraska, is reversed and the cause remanded 
for further proceedings with directions to vacate the 
order of the county court and remand the cause in 
accordance with this opinion. 

REVERSED AND REMANDED WITH 
DIRECTIONS. 


MasBeE.L L. ALLEN ET AL., APPELLEES, V. CRYSTAL W. 
Mayo, APPELLANT. 
279 N. W. 2d 617 


Filed June 5, 1979. No. 42008. 


1. Contracts: Trusts: Equity: Conveyances. An agreement to de- 
vise and bequeath property is, where supported by consideration, 
valid and enforceable. In such a case, equity will impress a trust 
upon the property, which trust will follow it into the hands of the 
personal representatives of the promisor or into the hands of a 
grantee who has not given consideration for the conveyance. 

2. Contracts. A promise to convey or devise property made in consid- 
eration of marriage is valid and enforceable. 

3. Witnesses: Evidence: Equity. On appeals in equity, the Supreme 
Court will, in determining the weight of the testimony of the wit- 
nesses, consider that the trial court observed the witnesses and 
their manner of testifying and accepted one version of the facts 
rather than the other. 


Appeal from the District Court for Douglas Coun- 
ty: JOHN E. Murpny, Judge. Affirmed. 


Frost & Meyers, for appellant. 


Alfred G. Ellick and David L. Buelt of Ellick, 
Spire & Jones, for appellees. 
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Heard before BosLauGH, McCown, CLINTON, and 
BropkeEy, JJ., and CaniGcuia, District Judge. 


CLINTON, J. 

This is an action in equity by the heirs at law of 
Florence E. Mayo (two sisters and a brother) to im- 
press a trust upon an undivided one-half interest in 
certain real and personal property, legal title to the 
whole of which stands in the name of the defendant, 
Crystal W. Mayo, second wife and surviving widow 
of Ralph D. Mayo. Crystal acquired the property in 
question through various conveyances and transfers 
from Ralph during their marriage. 

The basis of the claim of trust is a written contract 
made on April 3, 1965, between Ralph and Florence, 
his then wife since deceased, which provided, among 
other things, that the survivor would devise and be- 
queath one-half of their property to the heirs at law 
of the other. The petition alleged that unless the 
transfers to Crystal by Ralph after their marriage 
were for valuable consideration, the transfers were 
ineffective to defeat the rights of the plaintiffs as 
beneficiaries of the contract. The petition also 
prayed for an accounting between the parties. The 
answer of the defendant was a general denial. 

Florence and Ralph were married for more than 
30 years and were childless. Florence died Septem- 
ber 5, 1966. About 2 years after Florence’s death, 
Ralph married Crystal. Ralph died October 11, 
1975. At various times during the marriage, proper- 
ty owned by Ralph at the time of his marriage to 
Crystal was transferred to joint tenancy with her. 

After trial the court entered a judgment in which 
it found the contract between Florence and Ralph, of 
which plaintiffs were the beneficiaries, was valid 
and enforceable; the transfers to Crystal by Ralph 
were not supported by any valuable consideration; 
Crystal had no knowledge of the agreement between 
Florence and Ralph; and Crystal took her interest in 
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the property subject to the rights of the plaintiff. The 
court ordered the plaintiffs to take a one-half inter- 
est in certain property: (1) Shares of stock of the 
Omaha National Corporation, plus one-half of the in- 
come therefrom received after Ralph’s death; (2) a 
residential property subject to Crystal’s life estate 
therein; (3) the proceeds from a certain land con- 
tract; and (4) a certain rental residential property, 
subject to the balance of an existing mortgage. The 
court granted a lien to Crystal in the approximate 
amount of $6,100, representing the amount which 
Crystal had contributed from her own funds to the 
improvement of the residential property after the 
marriage and also credited Crystal with certain 
specified payments which she had made upon the 
mortgage after Ralph’s death. It rendered judg- 
ment against Crystal for the sum of $3,661.81, which 
represented one-half of the net income from the 
property since Ralph’s death, less a 20 percent man- 
agement fee. 

Crystal makes and argues the following assign- 
ments of error: (1) The trial court erred in not find- 
ing that the transfers from Ralph to Crystal were 
supported by valuable consideration and therefore 
Crystal stood in the position of an innocent pur- 
chaser and took the property free of the claims of 
the plaintiffs under the contract. (2) The contract 
should not in any event be enforced because it is in- 
equitable and oppressive for the reason that, except 
for Crystal’s contribution to the support of Ralph, 
the property would not have been preserved. (3) 
Enforcement of the contract would be inequitable 
because Crystal sacrificed some pension rights by 
reason of early retirement in order to care for Ralph 
during his illness. 

Ralph and Florence Mayo were married in 1932. 
No children were born to that union and, although 
each had been married previously, there were no 
surviving children of those marriages. In 1965 the 
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couple consulted an Omaha lawyer concerning a 
plan which they had agreed upon for disposition of 
their properties upon the death of each. They dis- 
closed their plan to the lawyer and asked his advice 
as to whether it could be made binding on both. They 
were assured it could, and on April 3, 1965, they 
entered into a written contract. 

At that time Ralph and Florence had a substantial 
amount of real and personal property, all of which 
was held in their joint names except their residence 
which was held in the name of Florence alone. The 
plan provided that upon the death of Florence, 
whether or not she survived Ralph, certain legacies 
and charitable bequests and debts to relatives of 
Florence would be paid. It also provided that, upon 
the death of the survivor, $5,000 would be paid to a 
sister-in-law of Ralph, if she then survived. The 
same day the contract was made, each executed 
wills to implement the plan. The plan also provided 
that the residence owned by Florence would be con- 
veyed to the parties as joint tenants. This convey- 
ance was made, executed, and delivered the same 
day. There is no dispute about any of the above 
facts and it is clear the contracts, wills, and deeds 
were entered into voluntarily and understandingly 
by the parties. 

On the death of Florence in 1966, Ralph satisfied 
the bequests as required by the plan. The debt 
which the plan required to be paid was one owed to 
Florence’s father. The latter, however, did not wish to 
be paid but wanted to continue to collect interest and 
so the old obligation was discharged by a new note. 

On Decoration Day, 1968, Crystal and Ralph met 
when Crystal, at the request of one of Ralph’s fellow 
members in the Eastern Star, made a social visit to 
Ralph who was then a patient in an Omaha hospital. 
As a result of this visit, Ralph later called Crystal 
and invited her to go out to dinner and she accepted. 
Thereafter Ralph took Crystal to dinner and to vari- 
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ous social functions. In November of 1968, he pro- 
posed marriage in the following fashion, quoting 
Crystal’s testimony: ‘‘He came over in November, 
early in November, and when he came in he said, 
‘Would you get a piece of paper and a pencil.’ And 
we sat down at the kitchen table and he said, ‘Now, I 
am going to give you my assets and their worth, and 
I wish you would write them down.’ SolI did. I got 
the pencil and paper and he recited them one by one. 
‘And now,’ he said, ‘add them up.’ So I added them 
up. And he sat back in his chair and he said, ‘I am 
asking you to marry me. This is what I have to of- 
fer. If it is not enough, I will understand.’ And I 
said, ‘Jack, I think that would be very fine, and I ap- 
preciate your offer.’ Then he said do you have any 
feeling about moving into the home where he and 
Florence had their home. And I said, ‘No, I have 
nothing against it. I didn’t know her and I have no 
feelings against it.’’’ Crystal, in her testimony, 
then described the property which she had written 
down on a piece of paper on that occasion, which 
property included that which is the subject of this 
action, as well as other property no longer in exist- 
ence or as to which the plaintiffs have chosen to 
exert no claim. Ralph and Crystal were married on 
December 20, 1968. 

On March 19, 1969, Ralph conveyed the residence 
to himself and Crystal as joint tenants with right of 
survivorship. In the spring of 1970, Ralph consulted 
the attorney who had drafted the contract between 
him and Florence and the other instruments which 
implemented that contract. Ralph asked the attor- 
ney to make a new property disposition plan for him 
in which all of the property would, on Ralph’s death, 
be placed in a trust with the income therefrom being 
payable to Crystal for her life, and upon Crystal’s 
death, one-third of the corpus would pass to Ralph’s 
side of the family, one-third to Florence’s side, and 
one-third to Crystal’s heirs. The attorney declined 
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to draft and implement such a plan, saying he could 
not ethically do so because it would violate the terms 
of the contract between Ralph and Florence which 
he had drawn. 

On September 15, 1970, Ralph conveyed the rental 
property to himself and Crystal as joint tenants with 
right of survivorship and on the same date conveyed 
the third item of property here involved, a land con- 
tract, to himself and Crystal as joint tenants with 
right of survivorship. On September 26, 1975, 
shortly before his death, Ralph conveyed his re- 
maining interest in the real estate in the same fash- 
ion. At some time not precisely shown by the evi- 
dence but which was during his last illness, the 
Omaha National Bank shares were transferred to 
joint tenancy with Crystal. It is stipulated that 
Crystal paid no specific monetary consideration for 
any of these transfers. She did not testify that the 
various conveyances were made pursuant to any 
agreement. At the time this litigation was begun, 
Crystal held sole title to the above-listed and other 
property acquired from Ralph. 

Ralph was retired at the time he and Crystal were 
married. His income was from social security and 
income from the rental property, the land contract, 
and interest from bonds and savings accounts. 
Crystal, at the time of the marriage, was employed 
as a teacher in the Omaha public schools. She con- 
tinued in that occupation until the end of the 1973-74 
school term when she took a leave of absence in 
order to care for Ralph who was in failing health. 
When she reached retirement age of 65, she retired 
and began to draw retirement pay. The taking of 
the leave of absence resulted in Crystal receiving 
substantially less retirement income than she would 
have received had she continued to teach an addi- 
tional 2 years before mandatory retirement. 

Shortly after the marriage Crystal sold her own 
home and the equity from that sale, approximately 
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$6,100, was used to improve the residential property 
belonging to Ralph in which the parties made their 
home. The parties also mortgaged that property for 
about $8,000 to make additional improvements. 

During the marriage Crystal’s income was greater 
than that of Ralph. The couple did not keep their in- 
come entirely separate. Savings bonds and savings 
accounts which Ralph had at the time of the marriage 
were exhausted, partly in payment of the mortgage 
indebtedness and in maintenance and repair of the 
rental property, as well as for travel to the Mayo 
Clinic where Ralph sought treatment for his health 
problems. 

The rules of law which are applicable to the evi- 
dence and issues in this case are clear and covered 
by existing precedent. An agreement to devise and 
bequeath property is, where supported by considera- 
tion, valid and enforceable. Teske v. Dittberner, 70 
Neb. 544, 98 N. W. 57; Crinkley v. Rogers, 100 Neb. 
647, 160 N. W. 974. In such a case equity will im- 
press a trust upon the property, which trust will fol- 
low it into the hands of the personal representatives 
of the promisor or into the hands of a grantee who 
has not given consideration for the conveyance. 
Teske v. Dittberner, supra; Crinkley v. Rogers, 
supra. A promise to convey or devise property 
made in consideration of marriage is valid and en- 
forceable. Benson v. Burgess, 214 Iowa 1220, 243 N. 
W. 188. On appeals in equity, the Supreme Court 
will, in determining the weight of the testimony of 
the witnesses, consider that the trial court observed 
the witnesses and their manner of testifying and ac- 
cepted one version of the facts rather than the other. 
Nestle v. Welsh, 192 Neb. 71, 218 N. W. 2d 544. 

The evidence in this case supports without dispute 
the contract between Ralph and Florence. The pri- 
mary question of substance is a factual one, ie., 
whether or not the conveyance and transfers to 
Crystal by Ralph were supported by valuable consid- 
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eration and whether Crystal took without notice of 
the contract of Ralph to devise and bequeath one- 
half of the property to Florence’s heirs at law. The 
trial court found that Crystal did not know of the 
agreement. Hence, if the conveyance and transfer 
to her were made by Ralph pursuant to a promise by 
him that if Crystal would marry him he would con- 
vey or devise to her all of his property, then Crystal 
would take that property free of the claims of the 
plaintiffs. The trial court resolved the fact question 
against Crystal and, even though this case is triable 
de novo in this court, we will consider the fact that 
the trial court observed the witness and was in the 
best position to determine the facts. 

The following items of evidence clearly tend to 
support the trial court’s determination. We have set 
forth Crystal’s testimony as to what occurred at the 
time the parties engaged to marry. She did not tes- 
tify that at that time Ralph stated or promised if she 
would marry him he would convey or devise and be- 
queath to her all of his property if she should survive 
him. It is plain that two inferences might be drawn 
from what occurred. One would be that Ralph was 
saying: ‘‘This is all Iown. It won’t support us very 
well, you will get your statutory share of what is left 
when I die.’’ The second inference would be: ‘‘If 
you marry me I will convey the property to you so 
that on my death you will have it all.”’ Had the lat- 
ter been Ralph’s intention and had Crystal so under- 
stood it, then it would seem likely a contract to that 
effect would have been made, or immediately after 
the marriage conveyances would have been accom- 
plished. Instead, what actually happened was the 
transfers were made at four different times, and 
such transfers do not appear to have been made pur- 
suant to any agreement, but rather were motivated 
by developments during the marriage. The fact 
that Ralph consulted his lawyer about a new plan 
which did not conform to either his agreement with 
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Florence or the purported agreement with Crystal 
tends to support the conclusion there was no con- 
tract between Crystal and Ralph founded upon the 
marriage and her only expectations were those 
which the law gives her under the statutes of descent 
and distribution. 

It is to be noted that the decision of the trial court 
respected fully Crystal’s right to take her statutory 
share. We do not have before us and therefore need 
not decide the question of whether a contract such as 
is here involved could operate to defeat a wife’s stat- 
utory share. 

Crystal argues that specific performance of the 
contract should not be granted for the reasons which 
we have already referred to because the result is in- 
equitable and oppressive to her. We find the trial 
court did not err in enforcing the agreement. It did 
return to her that contribution which she made to 
the homestead of the parties. The evidence was in- 
sufficient to show with any specificity whatever any 
other amounts which she may have put into any of 
the property. When Crystal married Ralph she was 
charged with knowledge that he had the right (the 
contract with Florence apart) to dispose of his es- 
tate but for her marital share. Tod v. Fuller, 78 So. 
2d 713 (Fla.). 

AFFIRMED. 


IN RE APPLICATION TO HAVE RICHARD HILL ADJUDGED 
MENTALLY ILL. RICHARD HILL, APPELLANT, V. COUNTY 
BoaRD OF MENTAL HEALTH, DouGLas County, 
NEBRASKA, APPELLEE. 

279 N. W. 2d 838 


Filed June 5, 1979. No. 42095. 


1. Mental Health: Appeal and Error. Mental commitment proceed- 
ings are judicial in nature and the District Court must review the 
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determination of the mental health board de novo on the record. 

___. This court will not interfere on appeal with a final 
onder made by the District Court in a mental health commitment 
proceeding unless this court can say as a matter of law that it is not 
supported by clear and convincing proof. 

3. Mental Health: Words and Phrases: Time. An act within the 
meaning of the Nebraska Mental Health Commitment Act is ‘‘re- 
cent’ if the time interval between it and the hearing of the mental 
health board is not greater than that which would indicate process- 
ing of the complaint was carried on with reasonable diligence 
under the circumstances existing, having due regard for the rights 
and welfare of the alleged mentally ill dangerous person and the 
protection of society in general. 


Appeal from the District Court for Douglas Coun- 
ty: SAMUEL P. Canic.is, Judge. Affirmed. 


Thomas M. Kenney, Douglas County Public De- 
fender, and Bennett G. Hornstein, for appellant. 


Donald L. Knowles, Douglas County Attorney, 
Jerry L. Stejskal, and Jerry W. Katskee, for 
appellee. 


Heard before Krivosua, C. J., WHITE, and 
Hastincs, JJ., and REIMER and Hippse, District 
Judges. 


HAastTINGs, J. 

This is an appeal under the provisions of section 
83-1043, R. R. S. 1943, from an order of the District 
Court for Douglas County, affirming the order of the 
county mental health board. That board found that 
Richard Hill was a mentally ill dangerous person as 
defined by section 83-1009, R. S. Supp., 1978, and 
committed him to the Lincoln Regional Center for 
treatment under the provisions of section 83-1037, R. 
R. S. 1948. 

Upon appeal to this court it is assigned as error 
that the evidence was insufficient to support the 
finding that Richard Hill was a mentally ill danger- 
ous person in need of board-ordered treatment. 
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Mental commitment proceedings are judicial in 
nature and the District Court must review the deter- 
mination of the mental health board de novo on the 
record. Lux v. Mental Health Board of Polk County, 
202 Neb. 106, 274 N. W. 2d 141 (1979); § 83-1043, R. R. 
S. 19438. The trial court’s ‘‘Finding and Order’’ indi- 
cate that this was done. The same statute requires 
that the ‘‘order of the district court may be appealed 
to the Supreme Court in accordance with the proce- 
dure in criminal cases.’’ Therefore, this court will 
not interfere on appeal with a final order made by 
the District Court in a mental health commitment 
proceeding as provided by section 83-1043, R. R. S. 
1943, unless this court can say as a matter of law 
that it is not supported by clear and convincing 
proof. § 83-1037, R. R. S. 1943; Lux v. Mental Health 
Board of Polk County, supra; State v. Sommers, 201 
Neb. 809, 272 N. W. 2d 367 (1978). 

‘“Mentally ill dangerous person shall mean any 
mentally ill person or alcoholic person who pre- 
sents: (1) A substantial risk of serious harm to 
another person or persons within the near future, as 
manifested by evidence of recent violent acts or 
threats of violence or by placing others in reason- 
able fear of such harm; or (2) A substantial risk of 
serious harm to himself within the near future, as 
manifested by evidence of recent attempts at, or 
threats of, suicide or serious bodily harm, or evi- 
dence of inability to provide for his basic human 
needs, including food, clothing, shelter, essential 
medical care, or personal safety.”’ § 83-1009, R. S. 
Supp., 1978. ‘‘A final hearing shall be held by the 
mental health board to determine whether there is 
clear and convincing proof that the subject of a peti- 
tion is a mentally ill dangerous person and that 
neither voluntary hospitalization nor other alterna- 
tives less restrictive of his or her liberty than a 
mental health board ordered treatment disposition 
are available or would suffice to prevent the harm 
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described in section 83-1009. ** *.”’ § 83-1035, R. R. 
S. 1943. 

The hearing before the mental health board was 
held on February 14, 1978, and Hill was represented 
throughout by counsel. Two psychiatrists, Dr. 
David Goldberg and Dr. Frank Menolascino, testi- 
fied, the latter having been called by Hill. Without 
going into a great amount of detail, the histories ob- 
tained by the two physicians indicated a 25-year-old 
male Caucasian who was first committed to the Lin- 
coln Regional Center in 1959 at the age of 6 years. 
Since 1965 he has been institutionalized, sometimes 
on leave, until the present time with the exception of 
approximately 3 to 4 years. Dr. Goldberg diagnosed 
him as having a personality disorder of an explosive 
type which he said carried with it the possibility of 
‘‘dangerousness’’ as in a true psychotic personality. 
Dr. Menolascino essentially agreed with the findings 
and diagnosis of Dr. Goldberg, agreed that Mr. Hill 
was suffering from a form of mental illness, and 
gave as his opinion that Hill could not function out- 
side of a structured institutional setting. Both 
physicians testified that the ‘‘personality disorder’’ 
of the type from which Mr. Hill is suffering is classi- 
fied by the Diagnostic and Statistical Manual edited 
by the American Psychiatric Association as a men- 
tal illness, and that this manual is used as a hand- 
book by psychiatrists in determining the existence of 
mental illnesses. 

It appears obvious that the evidence presented by 
the two medical witnesses clearly and convincingly 
establishes that Hill is ‘‘mentally ill’’ within the 
meaning of section 83-1009, R. 8. Supp., 1978. 

In making the findings that Hill presented a sub- 
stantial risk of serious harm to another or to him- 
self as evidenced by recent acts or threats of vio- 
lence, the board and the District Court considered 
several incidents. 

On May 24, 1977, while an inmate in the Douglas 
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County jail, Hill was found sitting on his bunk with a 
rope, braided from torn strips of bedsheets, fastened 
around his neck. Sergeant Podjenski of the Douglas 
County sheriff's department testified that the rope 
was, in his opinion, of sufficient strength to hold a 
man’s body and there was a shelf approximately 7 
feet off the floor to which the rope could be tied. Hill 
stated to the sergeant that he wanted to kill himself. 

On October 13, 1977, Sergeant Richard Lubash, 
also of the Douglas County sheriff's department, 
after receiving information of an alleged overdose of 
self-administered medicine, talked to Hill who ad- 
mitted he had been saving up 200-milligram 
Thorazine pills and had taken seven of them all at 
once. There is no direct evidence of the possible ef- 
fect of such a dosage. However, Dr. Menolascino in 
his testimony referred to them as tranquilizers and 
that his regular dosage was 200 milligrams a day. 
This must be viewed against additional testimony of 
Dr. Menolascino that in the past, while at the Re- 
gional Center, Hill had used staples and other sharp 
instruments to stick in his arm and pump ink from 
ink refills into his veins which required periods of 
hospitalization at Lincoln General Hospital.  Al- 
though the witness testified that Hill’s actions were 
not deliberately suicidal, but rather an attempt at 
recognition and change of environment, they would 
have endangered his life if not discovered in time 
and met with medical attention. 

The point is, of course, that although Hill may not 
be suicidal in the true sense, he is capable of taking 
extreme steps which admittedly could endanger his 
life or health. 

Deputy Sheriff Clemens testified that on January 
5, 1978, Hill told him that he would gladly blow up his 
car for $50 and if he, Clemens, tried to stop him, he 
would blow him up for free. Hill had also told this 
same deputy on several occasions that it didn’t 
bother him to hurt people. 
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The violent acts described above. occurred within 
periods of 9 months, 4 months, and 6 weeks, respec- 
tively, of the hearing. The question presented by 
this appeal is whether they were sufficiently ‘‘re- 
cent’’ within the meaning of the law. It should be 
said at the outset that they all happened while Hill 
was in custody. 

Furthermore, the court can not blindly disregard 
other incidents more remote in time which give 
some insight into this man’s mental state. The inci- 
dents with the ink have been previously mentioned. 
In addition, in 1970, while Hill was working for a 
used car dealer, he became angry at his employer 
over a wage dispute and set fire to one of his vehi- 
cles. This incident led to a mental commitment. 
Also, and although the record is not all that clear, it 
appears that Mr. Hill’s present contact with mental 
health proceedings stems from a murder charge 
dating back to July of 1974. Dr. Goldberg, in his re- 
port, states: ‘‘Mr. Hill was transferred from the 
Douglas County Jail to the Douglas County Hospital 
following a successful plea of not guilty for reasons 
of insanity on the charges brought in connection with 
a crime committed in Omaha, Nebraska on July 24, 
1970, [sic] this crime involved both murder and 
rape.’”’ Quoting from Dr. Menolascino’s report, he 
said: ‘I was asked to examine him in regards to as- 
sessing his competency to stand trial for an alleged 
murder charge.”’’ 

The final question: Does he present a substantial 
risk of serious harm to another or himself as mani- 
fested by recent acts or threats of violence? Look- 
ing at his entire psychiatric background it appears 
obvious that he presents a potentially substantial 
risk of harm both to others and to himself. What, 
then, is a recent act? There is no way to establish a 
definite time-oriented period such as 1 week or 1 
month, or for that matter, 1 year. Each case must 
be decided on the basis of the surrounding facts and 
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circumstances. If a person commits an act and 
nothing at all is done for 1 year, we would be hard 
pressed to define that as a ‘‘recent act.’’ On the 
other hand, if a person kills another and is tried for 
murder and a year later, after having been held in 
custody all that time, is finally adjudged innocent by 
reason of insanity, it would be ridiculous to say that 
the killing was not a ‘‘recent violent act.’’ 

Although not entirely on point, Kraemer v. Mental 
Health Board of the State of Nebraska, 199 Neb. 784, 
261 N. W. 2d 626 (1978), contains some appropriate 
language and reasoning. In that case, Kraemer had 
committed an act or threat in May of 1975. He was 
committed under the previous mental health law of 
Nebraska, which had been declared unconstitution- 
al. The reported case does not indicate when he was 
recommitted upon rehearing under the present Ne- 
braska Mental Health Commitment Act, but the 
transcript on file in the clerk’s office indicates that it 
was in August of 1976. Quoting from the case itself: 
“The essence of Kraemer’s second assignment 
is that the record shows no recent violent act, or 
threat of violence, or the placing of a person in rea- 
sonable fear of harm. We have earlier reviewed the 
evidence. We hold that the incident of May 1975 was 
sufficiently recent to conform to the meaning of the 
statute. Any other view would require, as to those 
already committed when the enforcement of the 
former act was enjoined and who were entitled to a 
new hearing under section 83-1072, R. R. 8. 1943, the 
discontinuance of treatment and release in order to 
afford an opportunity for a more recent act of vio- 
lence before any rehearing and further commitment 
could take place. Such would be contrary to the evi- 
dence and expressed purposes of section 83-1072, R. 
R. 8S. 1943, when read in conjunction with the entire 
act.”” In Lux v. Mental Health Board of Polk Coun- 
ty, 202 Neb. 106, 274 N. W. 2d 141, the act occurred on 
November 23, 1976, and the hearing commenced on 
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February 16, 1977. In that case, objection was made 
that evidence of only one act was tendered whereas 
the statutes speak in terms of evidence of ‘‘recent 
violent acts.’’ (Emphasis supplied.) This court’s 
answer was: ‘The contention of Lux that the evi- 
dence is insufficient because the evidence shows 
only one violent act against a person is also without 
merit. It is true that section 83-1009 (1), R. R. S. 
1943, refers to ‘recent violent acts.’ However, to 
read the statute as requiring evidence of more than 
one violent act or threat would be ridiculous. It ob- 
viously contemplates the admission of evidence of as 
many recent violent acts or threats as there may 
be.”’ 

The term recent should be given a reasonable con- 
struction. We hold that an act or threat is ‘‘recent’’ 
within the meaning of section 83-1009, R. S. Supp., 
1978, if the time interval between it and the hearing 
of the mental health board is not greater than that 
which would indicate processing of the complaint 
was carried on with reasonable diligence under the 
circumstances existing, having due regard for the 
rights and welfare of the alleged mentally ill danger- 
ous person and the protection of society in general. 

The acts and threats in this case were ‘recent’ 
and the judgment of the District Court was correct 
and is affirmed. 

AFFIRMED. 

Hippe, District Judge, concurs in result. 
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IN RE APPLICATION TO HAVE MYRTLE JONES ADJUDGED 
MENTALLY ILL. MYRTLE JONES, APPELLANT, V. COUNTY 
BoarRpD OF MENTAL HEALTH, DoucuLas County, 
NEBRASKA, APPELLEE. 

279 N. W. 24 841 


Filed June 5, 1979. No. 42146. 


Mental Health. The existence of mental illness and the presence of 
a threat of violence cannot be examined in isolated vacuums of 
semantics under the Nebraska Mental Health Commitment Act. 
Although either standing alone may be insufficient to support a 
commitment, the two considered together, under all the circum- 
stances, may compel a finding that there is clear and convincing 
proof that one is a mentally ill dangerous person. 

Appeal from the District Court for Douglas Coun- 
ty: Patrick W. Lyncn, Judge. Affirmed. 


Thomas M. Kenney, Douglas County Public De- 
fender, and Bennett G. Hornstein, for appellant. 


Donald L. Knowles, Douglas County Attorney, and 
Jerry L. Stejskal, for appellee. 


Heard before Krivosua, C. J., WHITE, and Hast. 
INGSs, JJ., and REIMER and Hippr, District Judges. 


HastTINGs, J. 

Although docketed separately, by agreement of 
the parties this case was consolidated for argument 
with Hill v. County Board of Mental Health, ante p. 
610, 279 N. W. 2d 838 (1979), and is controlled by 
that case. Myrtle Jones has appealed from an order 
of the District Court for Douglas County affirming 
the action of the Douglas County board of mental 
health finding her to be a mentally ill dangerous per- 
son in need of board-ordered treatment. Error is 
assigned in that it is claimed the evidence was insuf- 
ficient as a matter of law to establish these findings 
by clear and convincing proof. 

The hearing was held before the mental health 
board on January 23, 1978, and arose out of a written 
complaint signed by the subject’s mother, Mosie Lee 
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Jones, who claimed that Myrtle Jones talked about 
killing her ‘‘kids and mother on New Years.’”’ Myr- 
tle Jones was represented by counsel throughout all 
of the proceedings. 

Dr. David J. Goldberg, a physician and psychia- 
trist, testified he had examined the subject on Janu- 
ary 19, 1978, consisting of a clinical interview and re- 
view of the available records. She was initially 
incoherent, but as the interview progressed she 
became most pleasant. She described a series of 
incidents occurring during the immediately preced- 
ing few weeks wherein she felt mistreated at home 
and reacted against her mother and stepfather, 
sometimes by hitting them in anger. On one occasion 
she told Dr. Goldberg her son was misbehaving and 
she said ‘‘I will kill you,’’ and that it just came out in 
the heat of trying to reprimand the child. It was 
claimed by her to be merely a figure of speech since 
she didn’t mean to kill him. 

The diagnosis of Dr. Goldberg was as follows: 
“The diagnostic impression I have on this patient is 
one of a schizophrenic illness and I have contemplat- 
ed two subtypes. One is a chronic undifferentiated. 
It is based mostly on the history this patient for- 
warded. It seems that the history of this illness 
goes back three or four years now in time. Second, 
of course, was schizophrenia, schizo-affective, agitat- 
ed type because the affective component of this ill- 
ness is quite noticeable. In any case, these are sub- 
types of the same illness, which is basically a schizo- 
phrenic process. My recommendation at this time 
is to continue psychiatric treatment * * * I certainly 
would recommend to continue in-patient treatment 
at this time.’’ The witness defined schizophrenia as 
a mental illness. Another witness, a onetime fiance, 
testified he had heard the subject threaten to repri- 
mand her children if they disobeyed her; and that he 
observed her spank the children from time to time, 
but none of them, to his knowledge, ever required 
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medical attention because of the spankings. 

Myrtle Jones testified in her own behalf and ad- 
mitted she made the statement ‘‘if you don’t obey 
me I’m going to kill you”’ to her 10-year-old girl and 
11-year-old son. She went on to say, presumably 
concerning the same incident, ‘‘Because one night 
we were going to a friends of mine and they were 
going into the house and on the way into the house 
my little girl fell down on the ground. She turned 
around and she goes back to the car and goes back 
to where my mother is and then I said mother, when 
I get those kids I’m going to kill them and she said 
don’t be hasty and I said if you can whip them, why 
can’t I. Those are my exact words.”’ 

Perhaps some further insight into the mental state 
of the subject can be found in her statement in open 
hearing immediately after the board chairman an- 
nounced the order of commitment. She said: 
‘Simply because I said I was going to kill my God 
Damn kids? God Damn, Mama, you put me in a 
bad situation. You take me out of here.”’ 

The board found there was clear and convincing 
evidence of mental illness and dangerousness as 
manifested by the threats to the children. The Dis- 
trict Court, hearing the appeal de novo on the rec- 
ord, affirmed the action of the board of mental 
health. We in turn must affirm unless we find as a 
matter of law that the order of the District Court is 
not supported by clear and convincing proof. Hill v. 
County Board of Mental Health, supra. 

Again, as in Hill v. County Board of Mental 
Health, supra, and Petersen v. County Board of 
Mental Health, post p. 622, 279 N. W. 2d 844, the 
medical evidence establishes by clear and con- 
vineing proof that Myrtle Jones is suffering from 
a mental illness. That fact is not contested. Also, 
the threat, if in fact it qualified as a threat under the 
Nebraska Mental Health Commitment Act, was re- 
cent, having been made only 12 days prior to the 
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filing of the petition. This, too, is not questioned. 

The only question on appeal is whether the evi- 
dence establishing the threat demonstrates by clear 
and convincing proof that it manifested a ‘‘substan- 
tial risk of serious harm to another person.’’ Myrtle 
Jones described the death threat as a “figure of 
speech.’’ Her counsel, in appellant’s brief, dis- 
misses it as ‘‘common usage by angry parents of 
meaningless ‘death threats’ in disciplining their mis- 
behaving children.’’ We think the matter cannot be 
dismissed that lightly. The existence of mental ill- 
ness and the presence of a threat of violence cannot 
be examined in isolated vacuums of semantics. An 
extant mental illness with no manifestations of an- 
ger or violence, either verbal or physical, hardly 
presents a committable situation. Likewise, a 
“death threat’ by a parent with no demonstrable 
mental illness, following an episode with a rebellious 
child, very probably should give no cause for con- 
cern. However, the two together, under the circum- 
stances then existing, may very well require immed- 
iate action rather than additional time to change the 
threat into an act. 

From an examination of all of the evidence we 
cannot say as a matter of law that the District Court 
was wrong in finding the proof to be clear and con- 
vincing that Myrtle Jones was a mentally ill danger- 
ous person as defined by law, and its judgment is af- 
firmed. 

AFFIRMED. 
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IN RE APPLICATION TO HAVE DAVID PETERSEN 
ADJUDGED MENTALLY ILL. DAVID PETERSEN, APPELLANT, 
v. CouNTY BoarpD oF MENTAL HEALTH, DouGLas 
County, NEBRASKA, APPELLEE. 

279 N. W. 2d 844 
Filed June 5, 1979. No. 42212. 

1. Mental Health. As a general rule, spendthriftiness and improv- 
idence, with nothing more, do not establish inability to provide for 
basic human needs, including food, clothing, shelter, essential med- 
ical care, or personal safety, within the meaning of the Nebraska 
Mental Health Commitment Act. 

___. A final order of the District Court in a mental health commit- 
ment proceeding which is not supported by clear and convincing 
proof must be set aside on appeal. 

Appeal from the District Court for Douglas Coun- 

ty: Patrick W. Lyncnu, Judge. Reversed and re- 

manded with instructions. 


Thomas M. Kenney, Douglas County Public De- 
fender, and Bennett G. Hornstein, for appellant. 


Donald L. Knowles, Douglas County Attorney, and 
Jerry L. Stejskal, for appellee. 


Heard before KrivosHa, C. J., WHITE, and Hast. 
INGS, JJ., and REIMER and Hipp, District Judges. 


HASTINGS, J. 

Although docketed separately, by agreement of 
the parties this case was consolidated for argument 
with Hill v. County Board of Mental Health, ante p. 
610, 279 N. W. 2d 838 (1979), and is controlled by 
that case. David Petersen has appealed from an or- 
der of the District Court for Douglas County affirm- 
ing the action of the Douglas County board of mental 
health finding him to be a mentally ill dangerous 
person in need of board-ordered treatment. Error is 
assigned in that it is claimed the evidence was insuf- 
ficient as a matter of law to establish these findings 
by clear and convincing proof. 

The hearing before the mental health board was 
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held on April 14, 1978, and Petersen was represented 
by counsel. Dr. David K. Kentsmith, a psychiatrist, 
testified he had examined Petersen on April 11, 1978, 
and found him to have a major mental disorder. It 
was diagnosed as schizophrenia, classified as para- 
noid. He defined this as a mental illness. At the 
present time the witness found no suicidal ideation 
or significant depression present in Petersen. The 
findings of Dr. Kentsmith were neither attacked nor 
refuted and it can be said that there is clear and con- 
vincing proof that Petersen is a mentally ill person. 
However, the critical question is whether because of 
that illness, by clear and convincing proof, he pre- 
sents a substantial risk of serious harm to another 
person or to himself as manifested by evidence of re- 
cent violent acts or threats or ‘‘of inability to pro- 
vide for his basic human needs, including food, 
clothing, shelter, essential medical care, or personal 
safety.’’ § 83-1009, R. S. Supp., 1978. 

There was evidence of a violently vocal argument 
between Petersen and his married sister, Linda 
Kneifel, which occurred on March 17, 1978. Mrs. 
Kneifel had stopped at Petersen’s house to give him 
a ride. As she ran up to her brother’s room to get 
him, one of her children, a 34-year-old left in the 
car, began honking the horn. Upon returning to the 
car, she spanked the errant child which greatly up- 
set Petersen. He explained in no uncertain terms 
that spanking does no good and that she should have 
taken the child in her arms until he calmed down. 
He said she should show more love and that wasn’t 
showing love. Mrs. Kneifel told Petersen to mind 
his own business and that she was the child’s mother 
and would discipline her children as she saw fit. The 
sister said both of them yelled at each other and 
then things finally calmed down. 

Later in the day, after Mrs. Kneifel had picked up 
Petersen and their mother, they were all in the car 
running some errands. The mother started remon- 
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strating Petersen, who was 29 years old at the time, 
about spending or giving his money away. About 
this time Mrs. Kneifel said something to Petersen 
about the fact that his ex-wife, from whom he was 
divorced some 5 months earlier, has ‘‘probably got a 
honey by now.’’ In her words, Petersen ‘‘just went 
berserk,’’ yelling at her that she had been following 
his ex-wife around and she had no right to do so. She 
finally asked him to leave the car which he did and, 
in her words, Petersen said in leaving, ‘‘Sleep on it 
or something and you'll be begging me — you'll be 
calling me, begging me, something, and he was 
yelling 1-o-v-e, love, love. It ended on kind of a sour 
note. And that was about it.’’ The witness admit- 
ted that the yelling didn’t bother her driving because 
“I’m used to yelling in the car because my kids fight 
in the back seat and do things like that. I just have 
to kind of block that out.”’ 

On further questioning by the county attorney, 
Mrs. Kneifel gave the following testimony: ‘‘Q. Do 
you remember telling me you were scared? A. Oh, 
yes. *** Q. Could you tell the Board what you 
were scared of? He wasn’t threatening you or any- 
thing? A. I don’t like to be around my brother when 
he’s angry. I don’t like to be around anyone when 
they’re yelling and angry, because I think things 
--- Q. When you say on this particular occasion 
you were scared something in particular would hap- 
pen, like maybe he might hit your boy? A. No, I 
was not afraid he would hit my boy. *** Mr. 
Fahey: He wants to know if you were afraid for 
yourself. *** A.I did not know, but I did not want 
to get that far. That’s why I kept asking him to get 
out of my car. *** Q. In that regard, have there 
been any recent occasions in the past where he may 
have attempted to do something like that to support 
your belief? A. No. I have — we’ve never had any 
occasion where I felt he was going to hit me.”’ 
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Mrs. LaVonne Petersen, the mother, testified as to 
the argument just mentioned. She said the two of 
them were shouting at each other and she was 
scared too. When asked what she was scared of, she 
said, ‘“‘The way he was yelling.’’ She said that ‘‘I 
thought if the argument would have kept on, he 
would have harmed Linda. That was the first time 
I’ve seen him so upset. Really upset. And Christ- 
mas time he was very upset.’’ Upon being asked 
what happened after Petersen got out of the car, the 
witness said, ‘‘He was just shouting crazy words at 
Linda.’’ When asked what the words were, she an- 
swered, ‘‘love.”’ 

It would be pure speculation to assume that the in- 
cidents just related approach the level of ‘‘evidence 
of recent violent acts or threats of violence or by 
placing others in reasonable fear of such harm;”’ as 
required by section 83-1009, R. S. Supp., 1978. Asa 
matter of fact, the chairman of the mental health 
board sustained Petersen’s motion to dismiss that 
part of the petition for commitment alleging that he 
was dangerous to himself or others. In announcing 
the final findings, the chairman stated: ‘‘After delib- 
eration, I think the Board is in agreement as to the 
patient’s inability to provide for his basic human 
needs. Specifically, the patient’s consistence [sic] 
of giving away his money and then having to depend 
on his family to shore up his needs. We also will 
find clear and convincing evidence of mental illness 
and dangerousness — excuse me, mental illness 
based on the findings and diagnosis of Dr. Kent- 
smith. I might add that there was a tremendous 
amount of concern as to the conduct of the patient in 
confrontation on that particular date that Mrs. Knei- 
fel testified to. I think it bears mentioning. Two of 
the Board members felt there was enough to find 
evidence of the risk of serious harm in both of those 
cases. Because of the fear that he put his mother 
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and his sister in on that occasion.”’ 

Although apparently the board did not find Peter- 
sen to be a ‘‘mentally ill dangerous person” as to 
another person, in spite of the recitation that two of 
the three board members had such feeling, this is 
perhaps a good place to mention a proposition of law 
cited by appellant in this case as well as in Hill v. 
County Board of Mental Health, ante p. 610, 279 N. 
W. 2d 838; and Jones v. County Board of Mental 
Health, ante p. 618, 279 N. W. 2d 841, although the same 
was argued but not assigned as error. That has to do 
with the failure of the board to make written state- 
ments as to the evidence relied upon in finding clear 
and convincing proof that a subject is a ‘‘mentally ill 
dangerous person’’ as required by section 83-1060, R. 
R. 8S. 1943. Such written statements should, as a mat- 
ter of course, be made in each case. 

The remainder of the hearing and the evidence 
upon which the board based its findings of the neces- 
sity of commitment had to do with his generosity, or 
more appropriately his spendthriftiness, resulting 
from what Dr. Kentsmith termed ‘delusions of 
grandeur and excessive religiosity.” 

According to Dr. Kentsmith, from information 
given him by Petersen himself, Petersen receives 
approximately $400 per month in social security 
mental disability payments and gives away $200 of 
those payments to anyone who happens to be walk- 
ing along and needs it. He also gives them a cross 
and says he does this because he has read a sign in 
the church that says to give to the poor. He admit- 
ted sometimes toward the end of the month he runs 
out of money, has no groceries, and has to ask his 
mother for money, which upsets her. The mother 
corroborated this evidence by testifying she knows 
her son gets $462 per month because she has cashed 
checks for him. After acknowledging she was 
aware of the fact that he had been giving away some 
of his money, when she was asked how many such 
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instances she knew of, she replied: ‘‘I’ve really no- 
ticed it in the last month, when he comes to me, 
called me and didn’t have any money.’’ She went on 
to say that she took groceries over and filled up his 
cupboard just the last month. Apparently, accord- 
ing to her further testimony, both she and her hus- 
band have had to give him money in the past several 
months. Petersen’s explanation to her was ‘‘that he 
has to give it away to the poor people. He can’t 
stand to see poor people.’”’ Mrs. Petersen went on to 
say that her son had lost some weight, maybe 10 or 
15 pounds. ‘‘I really think that his nerves were get- 
ting him down and he wasn’t eating right, because 
when he’s upset he won't eat.’’ She also testified 
she was afraid for her son’s safety because he would 
pick people up off the street and bring them home 
and feed them. 

As previously stated, there is no question but what 
David Petersen is a mentally ill person, and, by the 
same token, there is no clear and convincing proof 
that he presents a substantial risk of serious harm to 
another as manifested by evidence of any recent vio- 
lent acts or threats, and both the board and the Dis- 
trict Court so found. There is also no question but 
what he is spendthrifty and improvident. However, 
this is not equivalent to being a ‘‘dangerous person 
* * * who presents * * * a substantial risk of serious 
harm to himself * * * as manifested by * * * evi- 
dence of inability to provide for his basic human 
needs, including food, clothing, shelter, essential 
medical care, or personal safety.’”’ § 83-1009, R. S. 
Supp., 1978. ‘‘The disposition ordered by the mental 
health board shall represent the alternative which 
imposes the least restraint upon the liberty of the 
subject required to successfully treat the particular 
mental illness and prevent the particular harm 
which was the basis for the board’s finding the per- 
son to be a mentally ill dangerous person * * *.” § 83- 
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1038, R. R. 8. 1943. The treatment for improvidence 
lies in conservatorship or guardianship proceedings, 
not mental health commitment. 

The order of the mental health board was not sup- 
ported by clear and convincing proof, and as a mat- 
ter of law, the evidence was such that the District 
Court should have made such a finding. 

The order of the District Court is reversed and the 
cause is remanded with orders to dismiss the 
petition. 

REVERSED AND REMANDED WITH 
INSTRUCTIONS. 


AMERICAN ASSOCIATION OF UNIVERSITY PROFESSORS, 
UNIVERSITY OF NEBRASKA AT OMAHA CHAPTER, 
APPELLEE, V. BOARD OF REGENTS OF THE UNIVERSITY 
oF NEBRASKA, APPELLANT, UNIVERSITY OF NEBRASKA AT 
OMAHA COLLEGE OF BUSINESS ADMINISTRATION 
FACULTY ASSOCIATION, INTERVENOR-APPELLANT. 

279 N. W. 2d 621 


Filed June 5, 1979. No. 42214. 


1. Court of Industrial Relations: Labor and Labor Relations: Col- 
leges and Universities. The Court of Industrial Relations may 
acquire jurisdiction of an industrial dispute between the Board of 
Regents of the University of Nebraska and its employees for the 
purpose of resolving the dispute. 

De ae hy nt Under the facts in this case a bargaining unit 
consisting of employees holding academic rank and administrative- 
ly assigned to the University of Nebraska-Omaha was appropriate. 

Oo teas hat Department chairmen are properly included in 
bargaining units of faculty employees where their powers are ef- 
fectively diffused among the department faculty pursuant to the 
principle of collegiality. 

4. Court of Industrial Relations: Evidence: Appeal and Error. An 
order of the Court of Industrial Relations that is supported by sub- 
stantial evidence and is not arbitrary or capricious will not be dis- 
turbed on appeal. 

5. Court of Industrial Relations: Intervention. An intervenor in a 
proceeding before the Court of Industrial Relations may be re- 
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quired to make a reasonable showing of interest in support of the 
intervention. 
Appeal from the Nebraska Court of industrial Re- 
lations. Affirmed. 


L. Bruce Wright of Cline, Williams, Wright, John- 
son & Oldfather, for appellant. William E. Pfeiffer 
of Spielhagen, Pfeiffer, Miller & Moore, Associates, 
for intervenor-appellant. 


David J. Cullan of Cullan, Cullan & Morrison, for 
appellee. 


Heard before Krivosua, C. J., BOSLAUGH, McCown, 
BRODKEY, WHITE, and HastTInas, JJ. 


BosLAuGH, J. 

The Board of Regents of the University of Nebras- 
ka (Regents) appeals from an order of the Court of 
Industrial Relations (CIR) finding and determining 
that all full time A-line faculty employed by the Uni- 
versity of Nebraska at Omaha, including counselors, 
librarians, and assistant instructors, but excluding 
intercollegiate athletic coaches and trainers, all per- 
sons holding rank of associate or assistant dean or 
higher, as well as those specific individuals excluded 
by stipulation as having management duties, consti- 
tute an appropriate bargaining unit for collective 
bargaining purposes. The University of Nebraska 
at Omaha College of Business Administration Facul- 
ty Association also appeals from the order dismiss- 
ing its petition in intervention. 

The Regents contend that the CIR has no jurisdic- 
tion over industrial disputes between the Regents 
and their employees; that the bargaining unit is in- 
appropriate because it includes only employees ad- 
ministratively assigned to the University of Nebras- 
ka-Omaha (UNO); and that department chairmen, 
librarians, academic personnel holding special ap- 
pointments, assistant instructors, and counselors 
should be excluded from the bargaining unit. 
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In a recent case, University Police Officers Union 
v. University of Nebraska, ante p. 4, 277 N. W. 2d 
529, decided April 10, 1979, we held that the CIR may 
acquire jurisdiction of an industrial dispute between 
the Regents and its employees. The issue was fully 
considered in that case and the decision in that case 
is controlling here. 

The Regents’ contention that the bargaining unit is 
inappropriate because it includes only employees 
administratively assigned to UNO presents an issue 
very similar to that considered and determined in 
American Assn. of University Professors v. Board of 
Regents, 198 Neb. 243, 253 N. W. 2d 1, decided April 
13, 1977. In that case the Regents contended that the 
bargaining unit should be a multicampus unit includ- 
ing all university employees holding academic rank. 
We held that the members of the faculty of the Uni- 
versity of Nebraska at Lincoln constituted an appro- 
priate bargaining unit, with separate units for the fac- 
ulties of the College of Law and College of Dentist- 
ry. The contention of the Regents that the members 
of the faculty at UNO should have been included 
within the bargaining unit established in that case 
was rejected. 

The factual situation in this case is similar to that 
involved in the previous case. We believe the prin- 
ciples discussed in that case are applicable here and 
that a bargaining unit consisting of employees hold- 
ing academic rank and administratively assigned to 
UNO is appropriate. 

The remaining assignments of error relate to the 
composition of the unit. The Regents contend that 
department chairmen should be excluded from the 
bargaining unit because they are supervisory per- 
sonnel and a part of management. A similar con- 
tention was rejected in American Assn. of Univer- 
sity Professors v. Board of Regents, supra. In that 
case we held that where the powers of the chairmen 
are effectively diffused among the department faculty 
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pursuant to the principle of collegiality, chairmen 
should be included within the faculty bargaining 
unit. 

The evidence here is that the department chair- 
men at UNO are faculty members who serve as 
chairmen at the pleasure of the dean of the college. 
To compensate for the additional administrative re- 
sponsibilities which the chairmen assume, it is cus- 
tomary to reduce their teaching load while they 
serve as chairmen. In performing their duties, the 
chairmen consult with the other members of the fac- 
ulty and, generally, there is little or no disagree- 
ment between the chairmen and the faculty of the 
department concerning recommendations and other 
decisions which the chairmen make. The evidence 
sustains the finding of the CIR that chairmen of the 
department should be included within the faculty 
bargaining unit. 

Although the library at UNO is not a college, it is 
considered to be an academic unit in some respects. 
The librarians do not perform instructional duties 
but their work is related to the teaching and re- 
search functions performed by the faculty. To that 
extent there is a community of interest between the 
faculty and the librarians. A document, Guidelines 
for Reappointment, Promotion, and Tenure of Fac- 
ulty Members of the University Library, has been 
under consideration at UNO since 1973. We think 
the record sustains the finding by the CIR that li- 
brarians should be included in the faculty bargain- 
ing unit. 

Academic personnel holding special appointments 
are members of the faculty who engage in all the 
normal academic pursuits that other members of 
the faculty engage in while they are serving at UNO. 
In some cases their period of service may be of rela- 
tively short duration, but others serve for extended 
periods of time and some become regular members 
of the faculty. During their period of service the 
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personnel holding special appointments function in 
the same manner as regular members of the faculty. 

The assistant instructors are members of the fac- 
ulty with the lowest academic rank. Although as- 
sistant instructors are considered to have an interim 
position, they teach and do research in much the 
same manner as other members of the faculty. 
While there is a relatively high turnover rate among 
assistant instructors, the evidence indicates the as- 
sistant instructors are a necessary part of the in- 
structional staff. 

There is little in the record concerning the exact 
nature of the duties performed by the counselors. 
There is nothing to indicate they are management or 
supervisory personnel. The title suggests that the 
counselors work with the students in academic mat- 
ters, and might be presumed to have some commun- 
ity of interest with the faculty. In the present state 
of the record we hesitate to interfere with the finding 
of the CIR. 

We conclude that finding of the CIR as to the com- 
position of the bargaining unit is supported by sub- 
stantial evidence and was not arbitrary or capri- 
cious. 

The appellee filed its petition in the CIR on Janu- 
ary 18, 1978. The appellant filed its answer on Feb- 
ruary 14, 1978. The case was set for trial on May 18, 
1978. On May 16, 1978, 2 days before the date set for 
trial, the University of Nebraska at Omaha College 
of Business Administration Faculty Association filed 
a petition in intervention. 

The petition in intervention prayed that the faculty 
of the College of Business Administration of UNO be 
designated as a separate bargaining unit. The clerk 
of the CIR dismissed the petition in intervention be- 
cause the 20 persons listed in the intervenor’s show- 
ing of interest was less than 10 percent of the mem- 
bership in the appellee’s claimed bargaining unit as 
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required by Rule 4 (B) (7) of the CIR. Upon appeal 
to the determination panel of the CIR the ruling of 
the clerk was affirmed. The intervenor has now ap- 
pealed to this court. 

The intervenor contends that CIR Rule 4 (B) (7) is 
illegal and void and that the order dismissing the 
petition in intervention was contrary to law. 

Section 48-812, R. R. S. 1943, provides that, except 
as modified by the CIR or other provisions of sec- 
tions 48-801 to 48-823: ‘‘* * * proceedings before the 
court shall conform to the code of civil procedure 
applicable to the district courts of the state * * *.” 
There is no provision in sections 48-801 to 48-823 re- 
lating to intervention in proceedings before the CIR 
and the record does not show any modification by 
the CIR except with respect to the showing of inter- 
est required by CIR Rule 4 (B) (7) referred to in the 
order of the CIR and the briefs of the parties. 

Since Rule 4 (B) (7) of the CIR does not appear in 
the record we decline to consider its validity or ap- 
plication to the facts in this case at this time. It 
would appear that the CIR may require that an in- 
tervenor make a reasonable showing of interest. 
Under the National Labor Relations Act a petition 
must be supported by a substantial number of em- 
ployees and this requirement is applied to a cross- 
petitioner or intervenor seeking approval of a sub- 
stantially different unit. See Morris, The Develop- 
ing Labor Law, p. 155; Sanderson and Porter, 100 
NLRB 1487; Boeing Airplane Co., 86 NLRB 368. 

In view of the result which we have reached in this 
case, and the strong policy against undue fragmen- 
tation of bargaining units in the public sector, it is 
doubtful that the ruling of the CIR prejudiced any 
substantial right of the intervenor. In any event, the 
issue may again be presented to the CIR by the in- 
tervenor in a new proceeding. 

The order of the CIR is affirmed. 

AFFIRMED. 
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CuinTon, J., participating on briefs. 


NATIONAL BANK OF COMMERCE TRUST & SAVINGS 
ASSOCIATION, A CORPORATION, APPELLANT, V. LARRY D. 
MITCHELL, JOANN MITCHELL, ADRIAN L. 
MITCHELL, AND Eva L. MITCHELL, APPELLEES. 

279 N. W. 2d 625 


Filed June 5, 1979. No. 42215. 


Instructions: Appeal and Error. This court may take cognizance of 
prejudicial error in instructions indicative of probable miscarriage 
of justice. 


Appeal from the District Court for Holt County: 
HENRY F.. REIMER, Judge. Reversed and remanded 
for a new trial. 


Knudsen, Berkheimer, Endacott & Beam, for 
appellant. 


William W. Griffin, for appellees. 


Heard before Krivosna, C. J., CLINTON, and WHITE, 
JJ., and STANLEY and GITNICK, District Judges. 


STANLEY, District Judge. 

This is an action on an installment sale contract. 
On August 10, 1973, defendants, Larry D. Mitchell; 
his wife, JoAnn Mitchell; and his parents, Adrian L. 
Mitchell and Eva L. Mitchell, signed an installment 
sale contract with Harvestgro Irrigation Systems, 
Inc. This contract involved two Lockwood pivot ir- 
rigation systems and accessories. A portion of the 
cash sale price was financed. On September 26, 
1973, the contract was assigned by Harvestgro Irri- 
gation Systems, Inc., to the National Bank of Com- 
merce Trust & Savings Association. There was an 
eventual default in payments under the contract, 
and this action was brought to recover the balance 
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due on the contract from Adrian Mitchell and Eva 
Mitchell, whose names appeared as cosignors on the 
contract. 

Prior to trial of the matter it was stipulated and 
agreed between plaintiff, National Bank of Com- 
merce Trust & Savings Association, and defendants, 
Larry Mitchell and JoAnn Mitchell, that there was 
due and owing from these defendants the balance 
due on the installment sale contract. The defend- 
ants, Adrian Mitchell and Eva Mitchell, denied they 
were indebted to the plaintiff; denied they were pur- 
chasers of the property described in the contract; 
and denied they were makers, guarantors, or sure- 
ties on the contract. These defendants also inter- 
posed the affirmative defenses that the sole reason 
for their execution of the contract was for the pur- 
pose of allowing the seller of the equipment to obtain 
a perfected security interest in the property sold, 
and that they received no consideration for their sig- 
natures. The jury found for the defendants, Adrian 
Mitchell and Eva Mitchell. Plaintiff’s motion for 
new trial was overruled and plaintiff appealed. 

One of the plaintiff’s assignments of error was the 
trial court’s instruction No. 7: ‘‘The burden of proof 
is upon the Plaintiff to establish by a preponderance 
of the evidence that Defendants Adrian L. Mitchell 
and Eva L. Mitchell signed the said instrument with 
the intent to be bound thereon as co-signers with the 
Defendants Larry D. Mitchell and JoAnn Mitchell. 
In making that determination you must duly consid- 
er the credible evidence tending to establish the 
claim of Defendants Adrian L. Mitchell and Eva L. 
Mitchell that they signed the said instrument for the 
sole purpose of allowing the Plaintiff to obtain a per- 
fect [sic] security interest in the property sold 
against any claim of Defendants Adrian L. Mitchell 
and Eva L. Mitchell by reason of the fact that these 
Defendants owned the real estate upon which said 
property was to be installed and affixed.’ 
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This instruction, with others, was submitted to 
counsel and was approved by both parties. Defend- 
ants contend the correctness of instructions, after 
they have been submitted to counsel and approved, 
cannot be considered on appeal in the Supreme 
Court unless first challenged in the trial court by 
motion for a new trial. Defendants cite Breiner v. 
Olson, 195 Neb. 120, 237 N. W. 2d 118. Plaintiff con- 
tends there is an exception to this rule and, when the 
record reflects noncompliance with the requirement 
that counsel is under a duty to object to proposed 
jury instructions submitted to him for review, the 
court may take cognizance of plain error in instruc- 
tions indicative of a probable miscarriage of justice, 
citing Barta v. Betzer, 190 Neb. 752, 212 N. W. 2d 352. 

Larry Mitchell and JoAnn Mitchell are husband 
and wife and own a farm in Holt County, Nebraska. 
Adrian Mitchell and Eva Mitchell are his parents, 
and they own a farm adjoining that of their son. 
Sometime during the year of 1967, all of the defend- 
ants entered into a purchase contract with William 
Meusch and his wife to purchase a farm adjoining 
that of Adrian Mitchell. This was a 10-year contract 
and had not been paid off by 1973. 

On August 10, 1973, two Lockwood 10-tower center 
pivot systems were purchased from Harvestgro Irri- 
gation Systems, Inc., by the defendants. These 
were standard size pivot systems and covered ap- 
proximately 130 acres each. One of these machines 
operated on approximately 80 acres of the Adrian 
Mitchell land, and the balance was on the Meusch 
land. The other machine operated on approxi- 
mately 100 acres of the Meusch land and 30 acres of 
the Adrian Mitchell land. 

The purchase of the irrigation system was negotiat- 
ed by Larry Mitchell with Bob Litz, who worked for 
Harvestgro Irrigation Systems, Inc. Neither Adrian 
Mitchell nor Eva Mitchell took part in these negotia- 
tions. On March 9, 1973, two documents were signed 
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with respect to the purchase of the equipment. 
First, a fixtures disclaimer was signed by William 
Meusch, Elizabeth Meusch, Adrian Mitchell, and 
Eva Mitchell. Also signed on that day was a state- 
ment of disclosure with respect to the financing of 
the purchase price, and this statement was signed 
by Larry Mitchell, JoAnn Mitchell, Adrian Mitchell, 
and Eva Mitchell. 

Larry Mitchell, Adrian Mitchell, Eva Mitchell, 
and Bob Litz were present at the home of Adrian 
Mitchell at the time the installment sale contract 
was signed on August 10, 1973. The equipment had 
actually been delivered and placed in operation ap- 
proximately the last week in June of 1973. The un- 
controverted evidence is that Larry Mitchell told his 
parents their signatures were necessary in order for 
the sale to be completed. There is some additional 
evidence that there was a further explanation of the 
installment sale contract. Larry Mitchell testified 
the document was folded over at the time of execu- 
tion so that the defendants, Adrian and Eva Mit- 
chell, would not actually see the large figures in- 
volved. 

This being a contract action, plaintiff’s prima 
facie case consists of proof of the execution of a con- 
tract, performance, failure to pay, and amount due. 
Matters involving lack of intent, no legal or valuable 
consideration, or no interest in the property under a 
sale contract must be pleaded by a defendant, who 
thereafter has the burden of proof respecting such 
issues. 

Instruction No. 7 placed the burden of proof upon 
the plaintiff to establish by a preponderance of the 
evidence the untruth of the defendants’ defenses. 
This instruction was clearly erroneous, a misstate- 
ment of the law, and so prejudicial to the plaintiff 
that it requires reversal. 

It is not necessary to consider plaintiff’s other as- 
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signments of error in view of the court’s finding. 
REVERSED AND REMANDED FOR 
A NEW TRIAL. 


Guy R. PATTON, APPELLEE, V. ELIZABETH A. PATTON, 
APPELLANT. 
279 N. W. 2d 627 


Filed June 5, 1979. No. 42271. 


1. Divorce: Appeal and Error: Witnesses. In an appeal of an ac- 
tion for dissolution of a marriage, the Supreme Court is required to 
try the case de novo and reach independent conclusions on the is- 
sues presented by the appeal without referring to the conclusions or 
judgment reached in the District Court. While in a divorce action 
the case is to be tried de novo, this court will give weight to the fact 
that the trial court observed the witnesses and their manner of tes- 
tifying and accepted one version of facts rather than the opposite. 

2. Divorce: Alimony: Property. The rule for determination of ali- 
mony or division of property in dissolution actions provides no 
mathematical formula by which such an award can be determined 
and, generally speaking, awards vary from one-third to one-half 
the property involved depending on the facts and circumstances in 
each particular case. 

3. _: ___: ___. A judgment of the trial court making a distribu- 
tion of property and fixing the amount of alimony will not be dis- 
turbed on appeal unless it is patently unfair on the record. 


Appeal from the District Court for Franklin Coun- 
ty: BERNARD SPRAGUE, Judge. Affirmed. 


William M. Connolly of Conway and Connolly, for 
appellant. 


State & Yeagley, for appellee. 


Heard before Krivosua, C. J., McCown, CLINTON, 
and Bropkey, JJ., and KNEIFL, District Judge. 


KNEIFL, District Judge. 

This is an action for dissolution of marriage 
brought by Guy R. Patton, petitioner and appellee, 
against Elizabeth A. Patton, respondent and appel- 
lant. The trial court found the marriage to be irre- 
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trievably broken, made a property division between 
the parties, and awarded the respondent alimony 
and attorney’s fees. The respondent filed a motion 
for new trial which was overruled and she now ap- 
peals. We affirm the decree of the District Court. 
The question on appeal was the division of the prop- 
erty and the amount of alimony granted the respond- 
ent. 

Guy R. Patton, hereinafter referred to as petition- 
er, and Elizabeth A. Patton, hereinafter referred to 
as respondent, were married at Lusk, Wyoming, on 
the 10th day of September 1947. At the time of the 
trial of the dissolution proceedings, both were 57 
years of age. The petitioner had completed the 
eighth grade and the respondent had received a high 
school education. It was the petitioner’s first mar- 
riage and respondent’s second marriage. The respond- 
ent’s first husband was killed during World War II 
while in the military service. After the marriage of 
the parties, they resided at Franklin, Nebraska, 
where the petitioner was employed as a body and 
fender man at a motor company located in Franklin, 
Nebraska. Neither party brought into the marriage 
any real property. The respondent had some pro- 
ceeds from her deceased husband’s life insurance 
policy in a disputed amount. Immediately after the 
marriage the parties rented their home and petition- 
er continued his employment as a body and fender 
man for a short time. He subsequently purchased 
equipment and opened a body and fender shop. 
Some of the respondent’s money from the insurance 
proceeds was used to purchase equipment for the 
shop. The petitioner sold the body and fender busi- 
ness in 1951, rented some farm ground, and com- 
menced a farming operation. The petitioner bor- 
rowed farm machinery from his father to begin the 
farming operation. The parties continued a ranch- 
ing and farming operation until the time of the com- 
mencement of the dissolution action in December of 
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1977. The respondent and her brothers received an 
inheritance in 1956. In 1957, the respondent and her 
brothers divided the inheritance and, as respond- 
ent’s share, she received 320 acres of pastureland 
and $6,500 in cash. During the marriage the parties 
also acquired the following real estate: 294 acres of 
farm ground and an additional 480 acres of pasture- 
land. In 1967 and 1969, the parties purchased a 
home and 6 acres surrounding it. They also ac- 
quired personal property. There is a conflict in the 
evidence as to the value of the parties’ holdings at 
the time of the commencement of the dissolution ac- 
tion. 

Evidence was received as to the value of the par- 
ties’ holdings from petitioner’s appraiser as follows: 
The 320 acres of pastureland inherited by Mrs. Pat- 
ton, $81,600; the resident property (6 acres), $28,500; 
a 1977 Chevrolet Caprice automobile, $5,000; house- 
hold goods and personal effects of the parties, 
$8,563; the 294 acres, $161,575; the 480 acres of pas- 
tureland, $115,200; and farm machinery, a 1978 
Chevrolet pickup, and a 1963 Ford truck, $33,900. 

Evidence was received as to the value of the par- 
ties’ holdings from respondent’s appraiser as fol- 
lows: The 320 acres inherited by Mrs. Patton, 
$81,600; the resident property (6 acres), $28,000; the 
1977 Chevrolet Caprice automobile, $5,000; the 
household goods and personal property, not ap- 
praised; the 294 acres, $169,150; the 480 acres of pas- 
tureland, $127,200; and the farm machinery, the 1978 
Chevrolet pickup, and the 1963 Ford truck, $38,615. 

In addition, the parties had, in cash, $109,773.21, 
and respondent had either $3,000 or $3,600 in her 
checking account depending upon which version of 
the testimony was accepted. 

Respondent, during the marriage, was not em- 
ployed outside the home, but she performed the du- 
ties of a housewife and assisted her husband in the 
farming and ranching operation. From 1951, peti- 
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tioner devoted his full time to the farming and 
ranching operation. 

No children were born of the marriage. However, 
during the marriage a retarded child was adopted 
by the parties, who at the time of trial was a ward of 
the state, and neither party had any obligation for 
the support of the child. At the time of the trial the 
parties owed no debts. 

The trial court, in June of 1978, entered an order 
dividing the property as follows: To the respondent, 
Mrs. Patton, the 320 acres of pastureland valued at 
$81,600, a lump sum award in the amount of $50,000, 
the 1977 Chevrolet Caprice automobile valued at 
$5,000, the residence and 6 acres valued at $28,500, 
the household furnishings and personal property in 
her possession valued at $5,353, and her checking ac- 
count valued at $3,000 or $3,600, whichever testimony 
was accepted by the trial court. She was also 
awarded alimony in the amount of $300 per month to 
continue until such time as she remarries, becomes 
deceased, or there is further order of the court. 

To the petitioner, the remainder of the real estate 
which was 294 acres of farmland and the 480 acres of 
pastureland, personal property in the petitioner’s 
possession in the amount of $3,210, the farm machin- 
ery and equipment, including the pickup and truck, 
valued at $33,900, and the balance of cash on hand in 
the amount of $56,173.21. 

The record discloses that during the marriage all 
business was transacted from a joint banking ac- 
count. The net income of the parties for the year 
1975 was $9,662, for the year 1976 was $18,995, and for 
the year 1977 was $14,523. 

At the time the trial court entered its order divid- 
ing the property, the petitioner had disposed of all 
the livestock from the ranching operation. How- 
ever, he had planted the 1978 crop. 

There is a dispute in the record as to the relative 
contribution by the petitioner and respondent to the 
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farming and ranching operation during the mar- 
riage. Evidence was received by the trial court to the 
effect that for the past 15 years, prior to the com- 
mencement of the dissolution proceedings, respond- 
ent was in poor health suffering either from a ner- 
vous condition or addicted to the use of alcohol. 

Respondent contends on appeal that the division of 
the marital property and award of alimony is pa- 
tently unfair and indicates the trial court abused its 
discretion in awarding the division of property and 
the amount of alimony. 

In an appeal of an action for dissolution of a mar- 
riage, the Supreme Court is required to try the case 
de novo and reach independent conclusions on the is- 
sues presented by the appeal without referring to the 
conclusions or judgment reached in the District 
Court. § 25-1925, R. R. S. 1948; Barnes v. Barnes, 
192 Neb. 295, 220 N. W. 2d 22; Seybold v. Seybold, 191 
Neb. 480, 216 N. W. 2d 179. However, this court has 
said while in a divorce action the case is to be tried 
de novo, this court will give weight to the fact that 
the trial court observed the witnesses and their man- 
ner of testifying and accepted one version of facts 
rather than the opposite. Tavlin v. Tavlin, 194 Neb. 
98, 230 N. W. 2d 108. 

The trial court in this case divided the property 
and gave the respondent an award of alimony as 
hereinbefore set forth. In Mangum v. Mangum, 197 
Neb. 350, 249 N. W. 2d 207, and Sullivan v. Sullivan, 
192 Neb. 841, 224 N. W. 2d 542, this court held that the 
division of property and the issue of alimony may be 
considered together. 

Using the mortality tables in volume 2A of Nebras- 
ka Reissue Revised Statutes of 1943, p. 997, the re- 
spondent has a life expectancy of 15.59 years and the 
alimony granted the respondent at $300 per month 
computes to a total of $56,124. Considering the ali- 
mony awarded with the real and other personal 
property granted the respondent, regardless of 
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which appraisal was accepted by the trial court, it 
amounts to approximately a 40-60 split between the 
respondent and the petitioner. The rule for deter- 
mination of alimony or division of property in disso- 
lution actions provides no mathematical formula by 
which such an award can be determined and, gener- 
ally speaking, awards vary from one-third to one- 
half the property involved depending on the facts 
and circumstances in each particular case. Kula v. 
Kula, 181 Neb. 531, 149 N. W. 2d 430; Grummert v. 
Grummert, 195 Neb. 148, 237 N. W. 2d 126; Blome v. 
Blome, 201 Neb. 687, 271 N. W. 2d 466. 

The division made by the District Court in this 
case falls well within the guidelines established by 
the numerous decisions of this court. At the time 
the trial court entered its order dividing the proper- 
ty, the petitioner had disposed of the livestock in the 
ranching operation. The trial court in its decree 
awarded the petitioner the balance of the cash, the 
farmland, the 410 acres of pastureland, and the 
machinery, all of which are necessary if the peti- 
tioner is to continue his farming and ranching opera- 
tion. The record reveals that the parties’ income is 
derived 50 percent from raising cattle in the ranch- 
ing operation and 50 percent from the farming oper- 
ation. In Olson v. Olson, 195 Neb. 8, 236 N. W. 2d 
618, this court stated that where a wife is awarded 
alimony the court should divide the property in such 
a manner as to permit the husband the means of 
paying the judgment awarded to the wife. The 
record in this case clearly reflects that the petition- 
er, without the ranching and farming operation, has 
no means of producing income to pay the alimony 
award to the respondent. 

A judgment of the trial court making a distribu- 
tion of property and fixing the amount of alimony 
will not be disturbed on appeal unless it is patently 
unfair on the record. Tavlin v. Tavlin, supra. 

In reviewing the division of the property and the 
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award of alimony made by the trial court, and consid- 
ering the record as a whole, it is well within the 
guidelines established by this court. The decree of 
the District Court is correct and is therefore af- 
firmed. 

AFFIRMED. 


GEORGE W. SLAMA, APPELLANT, V. WILMA M. SLAMA, 
APPELLEE. 
280 N. W. 2d 633 


Filed June 5, 1979. No. 42287. 


1. Divorce: Property: Decrees. In a contested proceeding for disso- 
lution of marriage, upon proper and timely request being made for 
determination of value of property being awarded to the parties, 
the trial court shall state in writing the conclusions of fact found 
separately from the conclusions of law. 

2. Divorce: Property: Jurisdiction. Where one of the parties to a 
marriage places property beyond the reach of the other party, and 
thus forestalls a division of the property, that action does not oper- 
ate to deprive the District Court of jurisdiction to determine an 
equitable division of those assets. 

3. Divorce: Property: Alimony. The rules for determining alimony 
or division of property in an action for dissolution of marriage pro- 
vide no mathematical formula by which such awards can be pre- 
cisely determined. They are to be determined by the facts in each 
case and the courts will consider all pertinent facts in reaching an 
award that is just and equitable. 

4. Divorce: Alimony. When a dissolution of a marriage is decreed, 
the court may order the payment of such alimony by one party to 
the other as may be reasonable, having regard for the circum- 
stances of the parties, duration of the marriage, and the ability of 
the supported party to engage in gainful employment. The ulti- 
mate test of alimony provisions is one of reasonableness. 

5. Divorce: Witnesses: Appeal and Error. In an appeal from a de- 
cree of dissolution of marriage, this court, in reaching its own find- 
ings, will give weight to the fact that the trial court observed the 
witnesses and their manner of testifying, and accepted one version 
of the facts rather than the opposite. 

6. Divorce: Alimony: Property: Appeal and Error. An award of 
alimony or distribution of property may be altered on appeal where 
the record reflects good cause. 
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Appeal from the District Court for Lancaster 
County: WILLIAM D. BLuE, Judge. Affirmed as mod- 
ified. 

Miles W. Johnston, Jr. and. Johnston, Grossman, 
Johnston, Barber & Wherry, for appellant. 


Jerry L. Snyder, for appellee. 


Heard before BosLauGH, McCown, CLINTON, and 
WuiteE, JJ., and Trsar, District Judge. 


Tesar, District Judge. 

This is an appeal by the petitioner-husband from a 
division of property and an award of alimony pursu- 
ant to a decree for dissolution of marriage. 

The parties had been married for 30 years at the 
time of trial. Three children were born of the mar- 
riage, all of whom are of legal age or emancipated. 
Both parties at the time of trial were age 51, and the 
husband was self-employed and engaged in the grad- 
ing business. Respondent-wife was employed as a 
waitress, having no special skills, and her only train- 
ing or experience for future employment would be 
working at a soda fountain or in a restaurant. She is 
presently employed at the Nebraska Student Union 
and earns a salary of $180 every 2 weeks. She has 
health problems, which include a nervous condition 
for which she is taking medication, and she is suffer- 
ing from varicose veins, aggravated by her present 
employment which requires standing on her feet for 
long periods of time. The petitioner, on the other 
hand, recently underwent a physical examination 
and was found to be in good health. He owns and 
operates his own grading business, which is seasonal 
in nature, but in winter months he engages in snow 
removal for local business establishments. 

At the time of trial the only witnesses who testified 
with reference to the parties’ property, their earn- 
ings, and the value of their holdings were the two liti- 
gants. During the course of the marriage the par- 
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ties accumulated a great number of valuable an- 
tiques. Among these properties was a 1907 Ford auto- 
mobile which had been given to petitioner by his fa- 
ther during the course of the marriage, but which 
the petitioner reconveyed to his father after the di- 
vorce proceedings were instituted. Petitioner also 
removed many other valuable antiques from the 
residence of the parties, and the court was asked to 
determine their value, without the aid of expert ad- 
vice. A decree was entered granting a division of 
the parties’ assets and granting alimony to respond- 
ent in the sum of $200 per month for a period of 5 
years. 

At the very outset, we wish to point out that the 
evidence with reference to the value of various 
items of property, both real and personal, is conflict- 
ing and is less than satisfactory for the purpose of 
making an absolutely accurate determination as to 
the fairness of the division and the award by the 
trial court. While it is difficult to determine with 
absolute accuracy from the record before us, with- 
out expert advice, the value of the property of the 
parties, the record would support as follows: 


Awarded to wife Valuation 
House of parties $ 22,500 
Automobile (equity) 700 
Household furnishings, including antique 

pump organ and antique dishes 5,500 
Antique watches 500 
Awarded to husband 
Balance due on land contract 10,000 to 10,400 
Business and business assets 12,000 
Automobiles 800 
Coin collections (antique) 3,000 
Gun collection (antique) 2,500 


Antique (1) canes, (2) marble game, (3) 

desk, and a movie camera, projector, 

and screen no valuation shown 
Antique 1907 Ford auto 5,000 
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In addition to the above distribution, petitioner 
was required to pay the indebtedness for back taxes 
and special assessments on the real property 
awarded to respondent, which amounted to approxi- | 
mately $1,300, and to pay her counsel fees in the sum 
of $750. 

Petitioner’s first assignment of error relates to the 
court’s failure to set forth in its decree specific find- 
ings as requested by him, on motion, subsequent to 
trial, relative to the value of the real and personal 
property divided between the parties. This court is 
aware of section 25-1127, R. R. S. 1948, which provides, 
in substance, that when requested the court shall state 
in writing the conclusions of fact found separately 
from the conclusions of law in a law action tried to 
the court without a jury. It is true that said findings 
and conclusions are for the benefit of the litigants, 
their counsel, and for a reviewing court. In Dormer 
v. Dreith, 145 Neb. 742, 18 N. W. 2d 94, this court held 
that when such request is made, even in an equity 
case, the court should accede to the request. In this 
case, the only witnesses as to value were the peti- 
tioner and respondent, and since this is a trial de 
novo on the record made, we find no prejudicial er- 
ror and proceed to decide the matter. We do now 
hold, however, in future contested proceedings for 
dissolution of marriage, that upon proper and timely 
request being made for determination of value of 
property being awarded to the parties, the trial 
court shall state in writing the conclusions of fact 
found separately from the conclusions of law. In 
this connection, this court finds that the 1907 Ford 
automobile, which was conveyed back to petitioner’s 
father after the divorce proceedings were com- 
menced, must be charged against the petitioner’s 
share of the marital estate. In Baker v. Baker, 201 
Neb. 409, 267 N. W. 2d 756, this court said: ‘‘The de- 
termination of one of the parties to a marriage to 
place property beyond the reach of the other party, 
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and thus forestall a division of the property, does not 
operate to deprive the District Court of jurisdiction 
to determine an equitable division of those assets.”’ 

Since the main thrust of petitioner’s appeal centers 
on the propriety of the property division and the 
award of alimony, we cite the established holdings 
of this court in that regard. In Pfeiffer v. Pfeiffer, 
ante p. 187, 277 N. W. 2d 575, we said: ‘‘The rules 
for determining alimony or division of property in 
an action for dissolution of marriage provide no 
mathematical formula by which such awards can be 
precisely determined. They are to be determined 
by the facts in each case and the courts will consider 
all pertinent facts in reaching an award that is just 
and equitable.’’ To the same effect, see Hanisch v. 
Hanisch, 195 Neb. 204, 237 N. W. 2d 407. In Baker v. - 
Baker, supra, this court said: ‘‘When dissolution of 
a marriage is decreed, the court may order payment 
of such alimony by one party to the other as may be 
reasonable, having regard for the circumstances of 
the parties, duration of the marriage, and the ability 
of the supported party to engage in gainful employ- 
ment. The ultimate test of alimony provisions in a 
decree of dissolution is one of reasonableness.’’ 
(Emphasis supplied. ) 

In Brus v. Brus, ante p. 161, 277 N. W. 2d 683, 
this court said: ‘‘In an appeal from a decree of dis- 
solution of marriage, this court, in reaching its own 
findings, will give weight to the fact that the trial 
court observed the witnesses and their manner of 
testifying and accepted one version of the facts 
rather than the opposite.’’ See, also, Blome v. 
Blome, 201 Neb. 687, 271 N. W. 2d 466. 

And finally, in Hermance v. Hermance, 194 Neb. 
720, 235 N. W. 2d 231, we said: ‘‘An award of ali- 
mony or distribution of property may be altered on 
appeal where the record reflects good cause.”’ 

While it is difficult to determine accurately from 
the record the value of the property awarded to each 
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party, it would seem that the court intended the ad- 
ditional award of alimony to be considered as part of 
the total adjustment between the parties. The most 
important consideration here is whether the income 
of the petitioner is sufficient to carry out the court’s 
intention as expressed in the decree. We do not 
think petitioner can ‘‘cut the mustard’’ on the basis 
of this record of his earnings. In order to provide 
him some measure of relief, in view of the fact he 
must pay the back taxes on the realty awarded to 
respondent as well as the attorney’s fee awarded in 
the decree, we feel the alimony award should be 
reduced to $100 per month for a period of 5 years. 
For all practical purposes, this division of the 
property and alimony results in an even distribution 
of the assets of the parties. We feel that the facts of 
this case constitute good cause for modifying the 
decree of the trial court in order to accomplish the 
objective sought by the court for the benefit of both 
parties. 

Accordingly, the decree of the trial court is modi- 
fied to require petitioner to pay alimony at the rate 
of $100 per month for a period of 5 years. Costs are 
taxed to petitioner, including a $350 attorney’s fee 
for respondent’s counsel for services in this court. 

AFFIRMED AS MODIFIED. 


STATE OF NEBRASKA, APPELLEE, V. SHERMAN WILLIAMS, 
APPELLANT. 
279 N. W. 2d 847 


Filed June 5, 1979. No. 42299. 


1. Evidence: Hearsay. Hearsay evidence is not admissible except 
as otherwise provided by the statutes of this state. 

2. Evidence: Appeal and Error. An error in ruling on the admissi- 
bility of evidence will not constitute ground for reversal unless 
the evidence is prejudicial. 
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3. Witnesses: Appeal and Error. The credibility of witnesses is for 
the trier of fact to determine and not for the Supreme Court on ap- 
peal. 

Appeal from the District Court for Douglas Coun- 
ty: DonaLp J. Hamiuton, Judge. Affirmed. 


Thomas M. Kenney, Douglas County Public De- 
fender, and Stanley A. Krieger, for appellant. 


Gary P. Bucchino, Omaha City Prosecutor, Rob- 
ert Spagnola, and Richard M. Jones, for appellee. 


Heard before Krivosna, C. J., BoSLAUGH, McCown, 
CLINTON, BRODKEY, WHITE, and HastTInGs, JJ. 


CLINTON, J. 

The defendant was charged in the municipal court 
of the city of Omaha with violation of section 
25.61.010 of the city code in that, on May 29, 1978, at 
or near 1802 Farnam Street in the city of Omaha, he 
‘did unlawfully loiter or prowl in a place, at a time 
or in a manner not usual for law abiding individuals 
under circumstances that warranted alarm for the 
safety of persons or property in the vicinity.’’ The 
ordinance here involved is apparently the loitering 
ordinance which was the basis of one of the charges 
in State v. Korf, 201 Neb. 64, 266 N. W. 2d 86. De- 
fendant was found guilty in the municipal court and 
sentenced to a term of 30 days in jail. He appealed 
to the District Court where the judgment was af- 
firmed. 

On appeal to this court he makes the following as- 
signments of error: (1) The court erred in admit- 
ting hearsay evidence. (2) The evidence was insuf- 
ficient to support the conviction. 

The evidence shows that, on May 29, 1978, at about 
5:30 a.m., Omaha police officers responded to a call 
from the ticket agent at the bus terminal located at 
the address described in the charge. The officers 
were advised by the ticket agent that a man had en- 
tered the women’s restroom in the station and at- 
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tempted to enter a stall occupied by a female pa- 
tron. The court overruled an objection to the testi- 
mony of the officer as to what the complaint of the 
agent was. The trial court’s ruling on the objection 
indicated that it regarded the testimony as merely 
foundational for the apparent purpose of showing 
why the officer went to the bus depot on that particu- 
lar occasion. The evidence further showed the 
agent gave the officers a description of the individ- 
ual involved and also told them that when he last 
saw the man he was climbing the staircase toward 
the restrooms. The officers then went to the ladies’ 
restroom. One of them knocked and shouted and, 
receiving no response, entered the restroom. The 
officer found the defendant in one of the stalls. The 
defendant was asked to identify himself which he did 
by producing a social security card. He was then 
asked to explain his presence in the ladies’ rest- 
room. He answered he had entered the restroom to 
sleep, believing he would not be disturbed. 

At trial the defendant took the stand in his own be- 
half and explained his presence in the depot at the 
time of the alleged offense by saying he had re- 
ceived a telephone call from an acquaintance asking 
that he come to the station to ‘‘see them off.’’ He 
further stated that when he got to the station the per- 
son, whose last name he did not know and whose 
first name was Robinson, was not there. The de- 
fendant accounted for his presence in the women’s 
restroom by explaining he had diarrhea, the men’s 
restroom stalls were all occupied, and he entered 
the women’s room out of necessity. He stated he did 
not make that explanation to the officers at the time 
he was found because he was embarrassed at having 
been found in the ladies’ restroom. He had been at 
the bus depot for about 2 hours and knew that at a 
time no buses were running. 

During the direct examination of the officer, the 
prosecutor, referring to the time immediately after 
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the defendant had been found and arrested, asked: 
‘‘What happened next?’’ to which the officer re- 
sponded: ‘‘We took the party downstairs and had the 
ticket agent verify that this was the party that he 
had seen and had been asked to leave by the off duty 
officer earlier in the morning. As we were taking 
the party outside after being placed under arrest, we 
were approached by a female who lives in Cleve- 
land, Ohio, if I’m not mistaken, and she stated that 
the party had tried to enter the stall while she was 

..’ At that point objection was made by counsel 
and the objection was sustained. 

The statements of what the ticket agent told the of- 
ficers were hearsay as were the statements of what 
the officer was told by the lady from Cleveland. Ob- 
jection to the latter’s statement was sustained by the 
court and, since trial was to the judge without a 
jury, it will be presumed the court disregarded that 
evidence. 

Section 27-802, R. R. S. 1948, provides: ‘‘Hearsay 
is not admissible except as provided by these rules 
or by other rules adopted by the statutes of the State 
of Nebraska.’’ The hearsay statement of the ticket 
agent did not come within any of the exceptions de- 
scribed in the pertinent sections of the statute, to wit, 
sections 27-803 and 27-804, R. R. S. 1948. The ques- 
tion, therefore, is whether the erroneous admission 
of the evidence was prejudicial. We find it was not 
for these reasons: (1) The undisputed fact is that 
the defendant was found in the women’s restroom 
and admitted it. (2) The fact that the hearsay state- 
ment tended to establish the defendant had done the 
same thing earlier could have had no significant 
bearing on the court’s finding, especially in the light 
of the defendant’s contradictory explanation of his 
activities. It was for the judge as the trier of fact to 
determine the credibility of the defendant’s explana- 
tions. He obviously did not believe them. 

The defendant’s claim that the evidence is insuffi- 
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cient to support the charge really argues credibility. 
Defendant points to these factors in the evidence. 
The bus station is a public place; it appears not to 
have been crowded; there is no evidence there were 
any females in the station at the time; and the de- 
fendant’s explanation of his presence in the women’s 
restroom is not unreasonable, as there was no evi- 
dence to contradict his statement that the men’s 
restroom was fully occupied. He concludes, there- 
fore, there was no evidence the defendant was caus- 
ing alarm for the safety of persons or that he was in 
a place not usual for law-abiding citizens. 

Questions of credibility, as we have noted, are for 
the trier of fact and not for this court on appeal. 
There is no requirement in the ordinance that any 
person be actually alarmed by the conduct, only that 
the circumstances, to wit, time, place, or manner of 
the loitering or prowling, are not usual for law- 
abiding individuals and warrants alarm for safety. 
The presence of a male in the public female rest- 
room where women are likely to enter at any time 
is, in the absence of a credible explanation, suffi- 
cient to warrant alarm. 

The finding of the trial court is supported by the 
evidence. 

AFFIRMED. 


ILA M. MUELLER, APPELLEE, V. OTTO MUELLER, 
APPELLANT. 
279 N. W. 2d 631 


Filed June 5, 1979. No. 42342. 


1. Divorce: Conciliation. It is only when there exists a reasonable 
possibility of reconciliation that the statutes require efforts to ef- 
fect reconciliation to be made. 

2. Divorce: Witnesses: Appeal and Error. In an appeal from a de- 
cree of dissolution of marriage, this court, in reaching its own find- 
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ings, will give weight to the fact that the trial court observed the 
witnesses and their manner of testifying and accepted one version 
of the facts rather than the opposite. 

3. Divorce: Property. The rules for determining a division of prop- 
erty in an action for dissolution of marriage provide no mathemati- 
cal formula by which such awards can be determined. 

4. _: _... This court on appeal is not inclined to disturb the divi- 
sion of property made by the trial court unless it is patently unfair 
on me record. 

5. _: ___. The distribution of property rests in the sound discre- 
tion of the District Court and in the absence of an abuse of discre- 
tion will not be disturbed on appeal. 

Appeal from the District Court for Lancaster 
County: Wu_LiaAM C. Hastincs, Judge. Affirmed as 
modified. 

William J. Panec, for appellant. 

John McArthur, for appellee. 


Heard before BosLaucH, McCown, CLINTON, and 
Wuits, JJ., and Trsar, District Judge. 


Tesar, District Judge. 

This is an appeal by respondent-husband from the 
division of property pursuant to a decree for dissolu- 
tion of marriage. 

The trial court entered a decree finding the mar- 
riage was irretrievably broken, and that the parties 
contributed approximately equal efforts in the ac- 
cumulation of the real and personal property which 
they possess. Petitioner-wife was awarded her per- 
sonal effects, furniture and furnishings in her pos- 
session, and her Ford automobile, with the following 
investments to also be hers: Checking account, 
$228; savings account, $693.88; savings certificate, 
$4,258.99; savings certificate, $3,289.18; and savings 
certificate, $1,798.70. The last certificate, the evi- 
dence discloses, was being held by the petitioner as 
trustee for her brother. 

The respondent was given his Plymouth automo- 
bile, a Schwinn bicycle, his personal effects, and the 
following investments: Checking account, $15,000; 
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savings account, $8,000; farmers co-op stock, $25; 
policy, cash value, $13,800; and policy, cash value, 
$534.37. 

The court found that each party was responsible 
for his or her respective debts except the appraisal 
fee for appraising their realty which was to be paid 
equally. The court found the value of their real es- 
tate to be $432,000 and that respondent would have 
the option to retain the real estate, if he wished to do 
so, by paying the petitioner the sum of $216,000 on or 
before November 1, 1978, and, if respondent elected 
to do so, he would receive the landlord’s share of the 
1978 income from the farm. The court found that if 
respondent did not elect to purchase the petitioner’s 
share, then the farm should be sold at auction and, 
after deducting the expenses of sale, the remaining 
proceeds should be equally divided between the par- 
ties and the 1978 net income from the landlord’s 
share should be divided equally. Each party was 
held to be responsible for his or her attorney’s fees. 

The parties were married for nearly 37 years at 
time of trial. It was the first marriage for each of 
them. Two children were born as a result of the 
union, a son and daughter. The son was killed in a 
car-train accident in 1969. The respondent was by 
occupation a farmer until he became ill with multi- 
ple sclerosis in 1965. He was 62 years of age at trial 
time. The petitioner was 58 years of age, not in 
good health, but not under a doctor’s care at time of 
trial. She was employed, and had been for many 
years, and earned approximately $3.50 per hour for 
a 40-hour week. Respondent for many years had 
collected and kept all the farm and interest income, 
and the petitioner kept her earnings from her work 
in Lincoln, Nebraska, while the respondent stayed in 
Fairbury, Nebraska. 

The evidence conclusively shows the husband was 
a good farmer, but the wife worked alongside of 
him, doing farmwork plus her household work. 
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They worked together, earned the money to buy all 
of their land, and owned 320 acres at the time of 
trial. It is true the husband had some farm equip- 
ment at the time of the marriage and he did inherit 
approximately $13,500 from his parents’ estates. In 
1965, the husband took sick with multiple sclerosis 
and never worked again. It was then that he ap- 
peared to give up. It was a case of a young couple 
starting with practically nothing, working diligently, 
and acquiring, by their joint efforts, a sizeable farm. 
Respondent became afflicted by an unfortunate dis- 
ease, but from the record it appears that he has 
overreacted. He refused to help himself or let 
anyone help him. He assumed the role of a total 
cripple, and his personality became unbearable. The 
petitioner was compelled to leave the house, but she 
did everything possible to help her husband and try 
to preserve the marriage. 

Respondent now urges two main assignments of 
error: (1) That reasonable efforts to effect reconcil- 
iation were not made, and (2) division of the prop- 
erty was not just. 

With reference to the attempts at reconciliation, 
the record indicates the petitioner made every possi- 
ble effort to save her marriage and met nothing but 
rebuffs from her attempts. After respondent con- 
tracted multiple sclerosis, he was depressed and 
took no interest in anyone or anything. It was at his 
urging that she was required to get a job. She con- 
sulted the minister and the doctor to help save the 
marriage, and ultimately had counseling with the 
conciliation court, all to no avail. The record no- 
where indicates the slightest attempt or desire on 
his part to reconcile, or to do anything constructive. 
The situation in this case is governed by what we 
said in Condreay v. Condreay, 190 Neb. 513, 209 N. 
W. 2d 357: + ‘‘It is only when there exists a reason- 
able possibility of reconciliation that the statutes 
require efforts to effect reconciliation to be made.’’ 
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There was no such possibility in this case, and that 
assignment of error is without merit. 

With reference to respondent’s assignment of er- 
ror relative to the division of property, we have but 
to quote what this court has so many times an- 
nounced as the law, most recently repeated in Brus 
v. Brus, ante p. 161, 277 N. W. 2d 683: ‘‘In an ap- 
peal from a decree of dissolution of marriage, this 
court, in reaching its own findings, will give weight 
to the fact that the trial court observed the witnesses 
and their manner of testifying and accepted one ver- 
sion of the facts rather than the opposite. The rules 
for determining a division of property in an action 
for dissolution of marriage provide no mathematical 
formula by which such awards can be determined. 
This court is not inclined to disturb the division of 
property made by the trial court unless it is patently 
unfair on the record.’’ To the same effect in Pfeif- 
fer v. Pfeiffer, ante p. 1387, 277 N. W. 2d 575, we said: 

“The *** distribution of property rests in the 
sound discretion of the District Court and in the ab- 
sence of an abuse of discretion will not be disturbed 
on appeal.’’ See, Tavlin v. Tavlin, 194 Neb. 98, 230 
N. W. 2d 108; Fanning v. Fanning, 194 Neb. 821, 235 
N. W. 2d 878. 

There has been no abuse of discretion: here. The 
rules above announced are especially applicable in 
this case. Respondent complains that the court 
should have, in some manner, permitted him to buy 
out petitioner’s interest in the farm. The court actu- 
ally did that very thing, but respondent chose to 
ignore it. This case in no fashion whatsoever meets 
the criteria of being patently unfair. It is apparent, 
however, that a great deal of careful thought went 
into the court’s determination of this case in its at- 
tempt to properly distribute the parties’ assets. 

We therefore affirm the court’s decision in this 
case in all particulars, but find that the decree must 
be now modified with reference to the sale of the 
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real estate and the division of the 1978 farm income. 
Respondent is hereby given 30 days from the date of 
the filing of the mandate in the District Court to 
exercise his option, in writing, to purchase the peti- 
tioner’s share of the real estate. The farm income 
for 1978 shall be divided equally between the parties. 
Costs, including an attorney’s fee of $750 allowed pe- 
titioner’s attorney for services in this court, are 
taxed to the respondent. 
AFFIRMED AS MODIFIED. 


STATE OF NEBRASKA, APPELLEE, V. KENNETH KRAMER, 
APPELLANT. 
279 N. W. 2d 634 


Filed June 5, 1979. No. 42384. 


1. Criminal Law: Judges: Sentences. A sentencing judge has 
broad discretion as to the source and type of evidence or informa- 
tion which may be used as assistance in determining the kind and 
extent of the punishment to be imposed and the judge may consider 
probation reports, police reports, affidavits, and other information, 
including his own personal observations. 

2. Criminal Law: Sentences. Disparity in sentences of codefendants 
does not of itself indicate denial of due process. 

3. Criminal Law: Sentences: Witnesses. Failure of the trial court 
to disclose prior to sentencing that it does not accept defendant’s 
statement that he was not the mastermind of crime involving sev- 
eral defendants does not preclude the court from considering that 
fact in sentencing. 


Appeal from the District Court for York County: 
WILLIAM H. Norton, Judge. Affirmed. 


Larry R. Baumann, for appellant. 


Paul L. Douglas, Attorney General, and Linda A. 
Akers, for appellee. 


Heard before Krivosna, C. J., BosLauGH, McCown, 
CLINTON, BRODKEY, WHITE, and HASTINGS, JJ. 
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WHITE, J. 

This is an appeal from a denial of post conviction 
relief. After hearing, the trial court refused to 
grant relief and the defendant appeals. 

The defendant makes two assignments of error in 
this court: (1) That the defendant was denied due 
process of law by the failure of the trial court to ad- 
vise the defendant of the court’s feelings that the de- 
fendant was the leader in a series of grand larcenies 
for which the defendant was being sentenced; and 
(2) that the defendant was denied due process in 
that he was more severely punished than a code- 
fendant when no basis existed for a disparity in sen- 
tence. We affirm. 

The defendant, as part of a plea bargain, plead 
guilty to one count of grand larceny and one count of 
aiding and abetting a grand larceny in connection with 
a series of thefts and subsequent sales to salvage 
yards of aluminum products from Kroy Metal Prod- 
ucts of York, Nebraska. Two other counts of grand 
larceny were dropped. The total value of the alumi- 
num stolen in the various thefts was in excess of $5,000. 

The defendant was sentenced to terms of from 2 to 
5 years imprisonment on each of the two counts, the 
sentences to run concurrently. Delbert Kramer, 
brother of the defendant, was a codefendant below. 
At the hearing on the defendant’s unsuccessful mo- 
tion for new trial, the trial judge at one point said: 
“JT don’t believe there is any question, there was no 
question in my mind that Kenneth Kramer was the 
person who masterminded the complete operation, 
on that basis, I felt that the sentence that was im- 
posed on him was justified.’ It is that statement 
which prompted assignment of error No. 1. At the 
presentence hearing, the following conversation took 
place: ‘‘THE COURT: Mr. Kramer, I have re- 
viewed the presentence investigation that I ordered 
and that was prepared by the adult probation officer 
and that your attorney has reviewed. 
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‘In this presentence investigation, the reason that 
was given by you at that time for the commission of 
the crime was that you had money problems and 
that you were placed in the position by your brother 
that made it necessary for you to participate in this 
crime or these crimes. 

‘“‘Now there seems to be some variance of opinion 
between your brother and yourself as to who was 
responsible for these matters. Do you have any- 
thing you want to add on that? MR. KRAMER: 
Your Honor, all I can say is that it was started be- 
fore I even knew anything about it and at the time 
that it was started, I was working and then I was 
laid off and placed in a position of not having a place 
to stay, no money for the place to stay, I was thor- 
oughly confused, it was done out of the action of a 
need of a place to stay and that was about it. THE 
COURT: Well, are you maintaining your position 
that you were prevailed upon to participate in these 
crimes? MR. KRAMER: Yes, Your Honor. THE 
COURT: That you had nothing to do with the plan- 
ning? MR. KRAMER: Yes, Sir. THE COURT: 
You did have a choice, didn’t you? MR. KRAMER: 
Yes.”’ 

The defendant thus had ample opportunity and did 
present his position that he was pressured into a 
crime which was planned by someone else. The 
sentencing judge did not believe him. The fact that 
this was not announced at the time of defendant’s 
statement was not prejudicial. In considering a 
proper sentence, the trial court is not limited in its 
discretion to any mathematically applied set of fac- 
tors. It is necessarily a subjective judgment and in- 
cludes the observations of the sentencing judge as to 
demeanor, attitude, and all facts and circumstances 
surrounding the life of the defendant. See State v. 
Miller, 199 Neb. 19, 255 N. W. 2d 860. A sentencing 
judge has broad discretion as to the source and type 
of evidence or information which may be used as as- 
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sistance in determining the kind and extent of the 
punishment to be imposed and the judge may consid- 
er probation officer reports, police reports, affida- 
vits, and other information, including his own per- 
sonal observations. See, State v. Holzapfel, 192 Neb. 
672, 223 N. W. 2d 670; State v. Miller, supra. The de- 
fendant asks us, in effect, to promulgate a rule that 
the trial court be disqualified from sentencing when,. 
after assertions are made on the relative involve- 
ment of the parties in a crime, the court makes a 
judgment based on the information available to it, 
and that the court should somehow be thereafter 
prohibited from sentencing. There is no such rule 
and we do not propose to promulgate one. Defend- 
ant has no previous felony record; however, as 
stated by the court: ‘“The presentence investigation 
report, Mr. Kramer, indicates that while you have 
not been convicted of any felonies, that you have had 
a considerable amount of contact with law enforce- 
ment officers involving problems with infractions of 
the law or law enforcement agencies. 

“It leads me to believe that you really have not 
adjusted to any kind of a regulated society that we 
live in and presently, doesn’t appear to me that you 
are a contributing citizen to the society that we live 
in.”’ 

The defendant previously had two misdemeanor 
convictions and had been the subject of numerous 
complaints, many later withdrawn and some dropped, 
involving destruction of property, disorderly con- 
duct, and fighting. In addition, it was the opinion 
of the probation officer and amply demonstrable 
from the presentence investigation report that the de- 
fendant had lied to the probation officer concerning 
the term of his employment with his last employer 
and the reason for its termination. We find there is 
no merit to the first assignment oferror. 

We find no basis in the record on which we could 
examine the second assignment of error. The de- 
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fendant makes reference in his brief to the fact that 
a codefendant, his brother, had a previous convic- 
tion and penitentiary sentence some 15 years before. 
It is on this basis that he claims there was a dispar- 
ity of sentence amounting to a violation of due pro- 
cess of law. In State v. Javins, 199 Neb. 38, 255 N. 
W. 2d 872, this court set aside a sentence as exces- 
sive on comparing it with a sentence of a codefend- 
ant in the same crime. In State v. Javins, supra, we 
were supplied in this court with a transcript of the 
record of the codefendant, of which we agreed to 
take judicial notice. We have no method of compar- 
ing the record and sentence of the defendant in this 
case with that of his codefendant. We are not pre- 
pared to state that the sentence was excessive. A 
sentence imposed within statutory limits and an 
order which denies probation will not be disturbed 
on appeal in the absence of an abuse of discretion on 
the part of the trial court. See State v. Freeman, 
201 Neb. 382, 267 N. W. 2d 544. 

Section 29-2261, R. R. S. 1943, sets out a number of 
factors to be considered prior to imposition of a pris- 
on term as opposed to probation. It is obvious from 
the record and the presentence investigation report 
that the trial court considered each of these matters 
and resolved them against the defendant. The de- 
fendant’s sentence is not excessive and regardless of 
any disparity with the sentence of the codefendant 
we are not prepared to say that the sentence should 
not be affirmed. 

AFFIRMED. 
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STATE OF NEBRASKA, APPELLEE, V. JOHN FE. KRETCHMAR, 
APPELLANT. 
280 N. W. 2d 46 


Filed June 12, 1979. No. 41730. 


1. Motor Vehicles: Stop and Check: Searches and Seizures: Consti- 
tutional Law. Except where there is at least articulable and rea- 
sonable suspicion that a motorist is unlicensed or that an auto- 
mobile is not registered, or that either the vehicle or an occupant 
is otherwise subject to seizure for a violation of law, stopping an 
automobile and detaining the driver in order to check his driver’s 
license and the registration of the automobile are unreasonable 
under the Fourth Amendment to the Constitution of the United 
States. 

2. Motor Vehicles: Stop and Check: Searches and Seizures. A state 
may develop acceptable methods for spot checking the validity of 
motor vehicle registrations and operators’ licenses that involve 
little intrusion or do not involve the unconstrained exercise of dis- 
cretion. Questioning of all oncoming traffic at roadblock-type 
stops is one acceptable alternative. 

Opinion of July 5, 1978, withdrawn. Judgment of 
trial court reversed and remanded with instructions 
to dismiss. 


KRiIvosuHa, C. J. 

On July 5, 1978, this court filed its opinion in the 
case of State v. Kretchmar, 201 Neb. 308, 267 N. W. 
2d 740, affirming the conviction of the defendant for 
possession of marijuana weighing more than 1 pound; 
possession of marijuana with intent to manufacture, 
distribute, deliver, or dispense; and possession of 
cocaine. Thereafter, the United States Supreme 
Court granted the defendant’s petition for a writ of 
certiorari, and the case was duly filed with the Su- 
preme Court. 

While pending, the Supreme Court of the United 
States decided the case of Delaware v. Prouse, 440 
U.S. 648, 99 S. Ct. 1391, 59 L. Ed. 2d 660 (1979). The 
decision of the Supreme Court in the Prouse case 
has direct effect upon our decision in State v. Kretch- 
mar, supra. The Supreme Court of the United States 
vacated and remanded for further consideration the 
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instant case on the basis of its decision in the Prouse 
case. 

Accordingly, our opinion entered in the above-en- 
titled matter on July 5, 1978, is now withdrawn, and 
the judgment of the trial court is reversed and the 
cause remanded with instructions to dismiss. 

OPINION OF JULY 5, 1978, WITHDRAWN. 
JUDGMENT OF TRIAL COURT REVERSED 
AND REMANDED WITH INSTRUCTIONS TO 
DISMISS. 


WaRD BRANHAM, APPELLEE, V. RICHARD MCGINNIS, 
APPELLEE, IMPLEADED WITH GILBERT GIBREAL, 
APPELLANT. 

280 N. W. 2d 47 


Filed June 12, 1979. No. 42073. 


1. Corporations: Fraud. The general rule is that a corporation will 
be looked on as a legal entity until sufficient reason to the con- 
trary appears; that is, when the notion of legal entity is used to 
aia wrong and protect fraud. 

Where various corporations, substantially owned 
by one individual, are but instrumentalities through which such 
individual transacts his business, and, where such corporations 
are used as a cloak or shield to perpetrate a fraud, a court of law 
will examine the whole transaction, looking through corporate 
forms to the substance of things to protect the rights of innocent 
parties and to circumvent fraud. 

3. Frauds, Statute of: Agreements. Where the leading object or 
main purpose of a party promising to pay the debt of another is 
to promote his own interests, and not to become a guarantor, and 
the promise is made on sufficient consideration, the statute of 
frauds is not applicable and the promise will be valid although not 
in writing. 


Appeal from the District Court for Douglas County: 
PaTRICK W. LYNcu, Judge. Affirmed. 


Marks, Clare, Hopkins & Rauth, for appellant. 


Joseph A. Troia of Troia Law Offices, P.C., for ap- 
pellee Branham. 
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Heard before Krivosua, C. J., McCown, and WHITE, 
JJ., and Kortum and FAaHRNBRUCH, District Judges. 


Kortum, District Judge. 

This is an action brought by plaintiff, Ward Bran- 
ham, for a money judgment against the defendants, 
Richard McGinnis and Gilbert Gibreal. The munici- 
pal court of the city of Omaha entered judgment 
against both defendants. Upon appeal the District 
Court affirmed the municipal court judgment. 

In August of 1975, the defendant McGinnis wanted 
to borrow $3,500 from the defendant Gibreal to start 
a horse feed-store business. At that time McGinnis 
owed $1,200 to the Gibreal Auto Leasing company. 
Before Gibreal would loan the $3,500 to McGinnis, 
Gibreal wanted the $1,200 loan repaid. McGinnis 
asked the plaintiff Branham to loan him, McGinnis, 
the $1,200 owed to Gibreal Auto Leasing company. 
McGinnis told Branham that he would pay Branham 
back out of the proceeds of the new $3,500 loan he 
was to receive from Gibreal. 

Branham testified that when he contacted Gibreal 
about the transaction, Gibreal orally promised that 
if the $3,500 loan was not made to McGinnis, he, Gib- 
real, would return the $1,200 to Branham. Branham 
further testified that Gibreal guaranteed the repay- 
ment to him if McGinnis failed to pay back the $1,200 
or any part thereof. 

McGinnis only paid $500 back to Branham. Bran- 
ham then went to Gibreal for the additional $700. 
Gibreal gave Branham a $700 draft on Gibreal Auto 
in exchange for Branham’s undated personal check 
for $700. Branham testified that Gibreal agreed not 
to cash his check until such time as McGinnis paid 
$700 to Branham. The $700 draft on Gibreal Auto 
was not honored by Gibreal’s bank, and Branham 
then returned to Gibreal who exchanged that draft 
for a $700 check drawn on Gibreal Auto Leasing. 
This $700 check was cashed by Branham on October 
30, 1975. On December 22, 1975, Gibreal cashed Bran- 
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ham’s $700 personal check although McGinnis had 
not paid Branham. The defendant McGinnis made 
no appearance in any of the proceedings herein. 

On appeal the defendant Gibreal contends as fol- 
lows: (1) That the District Court erred in determin- 
ing that Gibreal was a proper party defendant in his 
individual capacity instead of Gibreal Auto Sales, 
Inc.; and (2) that the District Court erred in hold- 
ing that the statute of frauds was not applicable to 
the facts in this lawsuit. 

It is clear that the $1,200 check which plaintiff 
Branham gave to defendant Gibreal on August 29, 
1975, was made out personally to Gilbert Gibreal and 
not to any corporation. There are other documen- 
tary exhibits which would support the contention of 
Gibreal that this was a corporate transaction. How- 
ever, the trial court was entitled to look at the entire 
transaction to determine the actual relationship be- 
tween the parties as opposed to the claims made by 
them. 

It is also clear that where various corporations, 
‘substantially owned by one individual, are but in- 
strumentalities through which such individual trans- 
acts his business, and, where such corporations are 
used as a cloak or shield to perpetrate a fraud, a 
court of law will examine the whole transaction, look- 
ing through corporate forms to the substance of 
things to protect the rights of innocent parties and to 
circumvent fraud. Massachusetts Bonding & Ins. 
Co. v. Master Laboratories, 143 Neb. 617, 10 N. W. 2d 
501. 

There is nothing inherent in the transaction be- 
tween plaintiff Branham and defendant Gibreal 
which automatically catagorized the transaction as 
corporate business. The trial court properly disre- 
garded the corporate fiction where its retention 
would have produced injustice and inequitable con- 
sequences. 

The defendant Gibreal further contends that the 
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statute of frauds was applicable in this action. The 
promise to answer for the debt, default, or misdo- 
ings of another has been defined as an undertaking 
by a person not before liable, for the purpose of se- 
curing or performing the same duty for which the 
original debtor continues to be liable. The purpose 
of section 36-202, R. R. 8S. 1948, as amended, is to re- 
quire satisfactory evidence of such promises. 

However, where the leading object of a party 
promising to pay the debt of another is to promote 
his own interests, and not to become a guarantor or 
surety, and the promise is made on sufficient consid- 
eration, it will be valid although not in writing. Un- 
der these facts in such a case, the promisor assumes 
payment of the debt. Fitzgerald v. Morrissey, 14 
Neb. 198, 15 N. W. 2338. 

The trial court correctly admitted evidence of the 
transaction. This evidence discloses that the benefit 
derived by the defendant Gibreal was not remote or 
incidental but was, in fact, substantial. The $1,200 
was paid directly to Gibreal and thus the considera- 
tion flowed directly to him. A review of the record 
shows the transaction was not an oral agreement to 
pay the primary debt of defendant McGinnis but that 
new and sufficient consideration moved to the prom- 
isor Gibreal. The case is therefore not within the 
statute of frauds. 

The judgment of the District Court is correct in all 
respects and is affirmed. 

AFFIRMED. 


COMMODITY TRADERS, INC., A NEBRASKA CORPORATION, 
APPELLEE, V. KAY PALMER, APPELLANT. 
280 N. W. 2d 49 


Filed June 12, 1979. No. 42098. 


1. Contracts: Fraud. Generally in the absence of fraud, one who 
does not choose to read a contract before signing it cannot later 
relieve himself of its burdens. 
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2. Courts: Appeal and Error. It is not the province of this court to 
weigh or resolve conflicts in the evidence, the credibility of wit- 
nesses, or the weight to be given their testimony. 


Appeal from the District Court for Douglas County: 
DONALD J. HAMILTON, Judge. Affirmed. 


Terry M. Anderson and David S. Lathrop of Lath- 
rop, Albracht & Swenson, for appellant. 


James M. Woodruff and Ephraim L. Marks of 
Marks, Clare, Hopkins & Rauth, for appellee. 


Heard before KRiIvosHa, C. J.,. McCown, and WHITE, 
JJ., and Kortum and FAuRNBRUCH, District Judges. 


FAHRNBRUCH, District Judge. 

Plaintiff, Commodity Traders, Inc., brought an ac- 
tion against the defendant-appellant, Kay Palmer, to 
recover money advanced to an exchange clearing- 
house to cover losses in Palmer’s account by reason 
of Palmer’s trading in futures contracts and for 
commissions earned. Trial was to the court, a jury 
having been waived, and judgment in favor of the 
plaintiff in the sum of $20,236.94 was entered. We af- 
firm. 

Prior to trading in futures contracts through plain- 
tiff, defendant executed a ‘‘Commodity Signature 
Card’’ and a futures account letter. 

On the commodity signature card defendant ac- 
knowledged that all transactions executed for his ac- 
count would be subject to the rules and customs of 
the commodity exchange, that defendant would keep 
plaintiff secure against fluctuations of the market 
price of the commodities in his account, and that ‘‘in 
case of my failure to maintain with you at all times 
such margin as you may deem adequate for your 
protection, you may, without prior demand or notice 
to me, Sell and/or Purchase such commodities as 
you may consider necessary to fully protect my ac- 
count.”’ 

In the futures account letter, defendant stated that 
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his futures account with plaintiff would be used for 
speculating, and it would be subject to speculating 
margin and to other regulations as prescribed for 
speculating accounts by the Chicago Board of Trade. 

The same day the defendant executed the com- 
modity signature card and the futures account let- 
ter, he began trading in futures contracts. A ‘‘futures 
contract’ is a contract made on an exchange for the 
purchase or sale of any commodity for delivery ata 
future time. Basically, there are two types of ac- 
counts, a ‘‘hedging account”’ and a ‘‘speculating ac- 
count.’’ In each type of account, the trader must de- 
posit with the broker a specified amount of money 
which is a predetermined percentage of the consid- 
eration for the futures contract. Because a ‘‘hedg- 
ing’’ trader has the commodity on hand in which he 
is trading, the amount of money he must deposit is 
approximately 50 percent of the amount that the 
speculating trader would be required to deposit with 
the broker. 

Between April 23, 1976, and June 22, 1976, defend- 
ant engaged in a substantial number of futures trans- 
actions. Until the final sales on June 22, 1976, each 
transaction was initiated by the defendant. At 
times, during fluctuations in the commodity market, 
defendant was undermargined. When this was 
brought to his attention, defendant deposited addi- 
tional money with the plaintiff. For approximately 
3 days prior to June 22, 1976, plaintiff's employee at- 
tempted to contact defendant due to defendant’s pre- 
carious position in the market. Being unable to lo- 
cate defendant, plaintiff on June 22, 1976, liquidated 
defendant’s position, which resulted in a loss to de- 
fendant in the amount of $18,445. The difference be- 
tween that figure and the amount of the judgment is 
prejudgment interest. Plaintiff paid the amount of 
defendant’s losses to the clearinghouse through which 
it was operating and thereafter made demand upon 
the defendant for reimbursement. Defendant failed 
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and refused to reimburse plaintiff. 

At time of trial, defendant primarily raised two 
defenses: (1) That plaintiff had illegally ‘‘churned’”’ 
his account to generate extra commissions; and (2) 
that the claim of the plaintiff was based on an illegal 
wagering contract under section 28-954, R. R. S. 1943. 
The trial court found that plaintiff was entitled to re- 
cover commissions and other sums paid out on de- 
fendant’s behalf and further found that section 28-954, 
R. R. S. 1943, was not applicable to this case. 

Defendant assigns only one error in his appeal: 
‘“‘The Court below erred in finding Section 28-954 R. 
R.S. Neb. inapplicable to the present case.”’ 

Section 28-954, R. R. S. 19438, was in full force and 
effect at all times relevant hereto, but has since 
been repealed. Such statute provided in substance 
that anyone who in any way is connected with a 
bucket shop, including patrons, is guilty of a felony. 
The statute further provides: ‘“‘A bucket shop is de- 
fined to be an office, store, board of trade room, or 
other place wherein the proprietor or keeper thereof 
or other person or agent, either in his or its own be- 
half or as an agent or correspondent of any other 
person, corporation, association or copartnership 
within or without the state, conducts the business of 
making or offering to make contracts, agreements, 
trades or transactions respecting the purchase, or 
purchase and sale, of any stocks, grains, provisions, 
cotton or other commodity or personal property, 
wherein such proprietor or keeper or patron contem- 
plates or intends that the contracts, agreements, 
trades or transactions shall be, or may be, closed, 
adjusted or settled according to or upon the basis of 
the market quotations or prices made on any board 
of trade or exchange where there is competitive buy- 
ing and selling, and upon which the commodities or 
securities referred to in such contracts, agreements, 
trades or transactions are dealt in, and without a 
bona fide transaction on such board of trade; 
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***”’ (EKEmphasis supplied.) 

In the case at bar each transaction was a bona fide 
transaction on a board of trade and such definition 
does not apply to the case at bar. 

A ‘‘bucket shop”’ is further defined by the statutes: 
‘‘* * * or wherein such keeper, proprietor or patron 
shall contemplate or intend that such contracts, 
agreements, trades or transactions shall be or may 
be deemed closed or terminated, when the market 
quotations of prices made on such board of trade or 
exchange for the articles or securities named in 
such contracts, agreements, trades or transactions 
shall reach a certain figure; * * *.’’ 

There is no evidence in this case to reflect that 
there was a predetermined figure when it was con- 
templated by defendant or plaintiff that the transac- 
tions would be deemed to be closed or terminated, 
nor was it intended that such transactions would be 
deemed to be closed or terminated when the market 
quotations reached a predetermined figure. 

A ‘‘bucket shop’’ is further defined by the statute: 
““* * * and also any office, store or other place where 
the keeper, person or agent or proprietor thereof, 
either in his or its own behalf, or as an agent as 
aforesaid therein, makes or offers to make, with 
others, contracts, trades or transactions for the pur- 
chase or sale of any such commodity, wherein either 
party thereto does not contemplate or intend the 
actual or bona fide receipt or delivery of such prop- 
erty, but does contemplate or intend a settlement 
thereof based upon differences in the price at which 
such property is or is claimed to be bought and 
sold.’’ 

Defendant testified to a silent unilateral intent not 
to be bound to deliver or accept commodities arising 
from his contracts. The credibility of defendant’s 
testimony in that regard is for the trier of fact. De- 
fendant agreed in writing to be bound by the rules 
and customs of the Chicago Mercantile Exchange 
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and the Chicago Board of Trade. Those rules and 
customs require that a seller deliver and that a 
buyer accept delivery of the commodity sold or 
bought. Furthermore, defendant testified he knew 
that delivery of a commodity would occur unless he 
or the broker did something about it. Defendant 
was reminded of that cold reality each time he re- 
ceived an invoice. On the back of such invoice, it is 
stated: ‘‘It is understood and agreed that all futures 
transactions made by us for your account are either 
hedges or contemplate actual delivery and receipt of 
the property and payment therefor; and that all 
property sold for your account is sold upon the rep- 
resentation that you have the same in your posses- 
sion actually or potentially.’’ (Emphasis supplied.) 

Defendant was not a novice in the commodities 
market. He had traded in commodities for several 
years prior to his contract with the plaintiff. He 
knew the rules of both the Chicago Mercantile Ex- 
change and the rules and regulations of the Board of 
Trade of the city of Chicago. Asa matter of fact, he 
had relied upon those rules and regulations in a pre- 
vious lawsuit to defeat the claim of another broker. 
First Mid America, Inc. v. Palmer, 197 Neb. 224, 248 
N. W. 2d 30. He had visited the floor of the commod- 
ities market in Chicago. 

Defendant testified he did not read the documents 
he signed at plaintiff’s office. In this state, in the 
absence of fraud, one who does not read a contract 
before signing it cannot later relieve himself of its 
burdens. Abbott v. Abbott, 188 Neb. 61, 195 N. W. 2d 
204. No fraud was proven here. 

Defendant testified he had no facilities for accept- 
ing or delivering the commodities called for in his 
contracts. Under those circumstances, the rules 
and regulations of the Exchange and the Board of 
Trade provide the necessary facilities. 

Several Nebraska cases are cited by defendant in 
support of his contention that this case is covered by 
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the ‘‘bucket shop’’ act. In none of those cases were 
all of the rules and regulations of the Board of Trade 
of the city of Chicago and the rules of the Chicago 
Mercantile Exchange as they existed at the time of 
the transactions here considered by the court or in- 
troduced in evidence. In this case, they are an in- 
tegral part of the contract between the plaintiff and 
defendant and were received in evidence in their en- 
tirety. Throughout the line of cases cited by defend- 
ant, it has been explicitly stated or uniformly held 
by inference that a bona fide contract for future de- 
livery of goods is a legally enforceable contract 
where the parties contemplate actual delivery. The 
‘“‘bpucket shop’’ act deals with ‘‘pretended purchases 
and sales, or contracts and agreements for the pre- 
tended purchase and sale of the commodities * * * 
wherein there is, in fact, no actual purchase and sale 
of such commodities for or on account of the party 
or parties thereto * * *.”’ § 28-955, R. R. S. 1943. 

In all of the transactions of defendant there was 
nothing pretended about them. There was an identi- 
fiable buyer and an identifiable seller; the sales in- 
volved goods of a specified kind, quantity, and qual- 
ity at a specified price; there was a specified time 
and place for delivery; and the contracts were le- 
gally enforceable. 

Whether each of the parties at the time of entering 
the transactions here involved contemplated and in- 
tended delivery of commodities was a question of 
fact for the trier of fact. The circumstantial and 
direct evidence is in irreconcilable conflict on this 
material issue. The trial court, after weighing the 
evidence and the credibility of the witnesses, found 
adversely to the defendant. It is not the province of 
this court to weigh or resolve conflicts in the evi- 
dence, the credibility of witnesses, or the weight to 
be given to their testimony. Snay v. Snarr, 195 Neb. 
375, 2388 N. W. 2d 234. There was evidence in this 
case whereby the trial court could find that the par- 
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ties at the time the contracts were entered into con- 
templated and intended actual delivery. 
The judgment of the trial court is affirmed. 
AFFIRMED. 


IN RE ESTATE OF C. E.. WEINBERGER, DECEASED. 
EDWARD HOOKER ET AL., APPELLEES, V. ESTATE OF 
C. E. WEINBERGER, DECEASED, APPELLANT. 

IN RE WSTATE OF C. E. WEINBERGER, DECEASED. 
EDWIN H. HEFT ET AL., APPELLEES, V. ESTATE OF 
C. E. WEINBERGER, DECEASED, APPELLANT. 

279 N. W. 2d 849 


Filed June 12,1979. Nos. 42200, 42201. 


1. Probate and Administration: Claims. A contingent claim against 
a decedent’s estate is one upon which the liability depends upon 
some future event which may or may not happen and which makes 
it uncertain whether it will ever be a liability. Until that future 
event happens a right of action upon the contingent claim does 
not arise. 

2. Contracts: Time. A cause of action in contract accrues at the 
time of the breach or failure to do the thing agreed to, irrespective 
of any knowledge on the part of the plaintiff or of any actual injury 
occasioned him, but not until then. 

3. Contracts: Warranty. A cause of action on a covenant of war- 
ranty or for quiet enjoyment does not accrue in favor of the 
covenantee until eviction or surrender by reason of a paramount 
title. 

4. Contracts: Time: Intent. An anticipatory breach of contract is 
one committed before the time has come when there is a present 
duty of performance and is the outcome of words or actions 
evincing an intention to refuse performance in the future. 

5. Contracts: Time: Damages. Where a party bound by an execu- 
tory contract repudiates his obligation before the time for per- 
formance, the promisee has an option to treat the contract as ended 
so far as further performance is concerned and to maintain an 
action at once for damages occasioned by such anticipatory 
breach. 


Appeals from the District Court for Greeley County: 
JAMES R. KELLY, Judge. Affirmed. 
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George H. Moyer, Sr., of Moyer, Moyer & Egley 
and Frederick M. Deutsch of Deutsch, Jewell, Otte, 
Gatz, Collins & Domina, for appellant. 


Donald R. Treadway of Brower, Treadway & Bird, 
P.C., for appellees. 


Heard before BosLauGH, McCown, CLINTON, and 
BRODKEY, JJ., and WINDRUM, District Judge. 


McCown, J. 

In these two consolidated cases the claimants filed 
contingent claims against the estate of a decedent 
for an anticipated breach of contract. The claims 
were filed after the time limited for creditors to pre- 
sent their claims and the issue is whether such claims 
were properly allowed. The county court found that 
the claims were contingent claims incapable of being 
exhibited within the time limited for creditors to file 
claims and ordered the executor to retain sufficient 
funds to pay the contingent claims when they became 
absolute. On appeal the District Court affirmed the 
action of the county court. The personal representa- 
tive of the decedent’s estate has appealed. 

On January 19, 1970, Edward Hooker and his wife,. 
Myrtle, entered into a contract with C. E. Weinber- 
ger to purchase certain farmland in Greeley County, 
Nebraska. On February 9, 1970, Edwin Heft and his 
wife, Gloria M., also entered into a contract with 
C. E. Weinberger for the purchase of certain de- 
scribed farmland in Boone County, Nebraska. C. E. 
Weinberger was married at the time the contracts 
were executed and his wife, Viola Weinberger, did 
not sign the contracts. Relevant terms of both con- 
tracts are the same. Each contract required a down- 
payment of 29 percent of the total purchase price by 
a specified day in March 1970, and annual installment 
payments of principal and interest on March 1 of 
each year thereafter until March 1, 1981, at which 
time the final installment was due. The seller agreed 
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to furnish a merchantable abstract of title as soon 
as possible and to submit it to the buyers for exam- 
ination and approval. The contracts provided that 
after the real estate title was examined the abstracts 
were to be kept in the possession of the attorney for 
the seller and were to be delivered to the purchasers 
upon the completion of all payments of interest and 
principal due under the contracts. The seller agreed 
to convey by warranty deed, including homestead 
rights, free and clear of encumbrances, and the con- 
tracts provided that the deeds were to be delivered 
‘‘ag soon as title is approved and the entire principal 
and interest paid.’’ 

The contracts were drawn by Raymond P. Medlin, 
Jr., who represented the seller and notarized the sig- 
natures of all parties. The Hookers and Hefts were 
not represented by counsel. Medlin rendered a title 
opinion to the purchasers on March 1, 1971, showing 
that the purchasers had merchantable title. 

Subsequent to the execution of the contracts the 
purchasers took possession and have farmed and im- 
proved the land and have had undisturbed posses- 
sion and quiet enjoyment to the present time. Pur- 
‘chasers have paid all taxes and made all annual in- 
stallment payments required by the contracts to and 
including the March 1, 1977, installment. The 1971 
payment was paid to and accepted by C. E. Weinber- 
ger and subsequent payments were paid to and ac- 
cepted by the personal representative of the Wein- 
berger estate until December 1977, when the March 
1, 1977, payment was returned to the purchasers. 

C. E. Weinberger died testate February 19, 1972, 
and Raymond P. Medlin, Jr. was appointed execu- 
tor. The final date for filing claims of creditors 
against the estate was July 17, 1972, and decree bar- 
ring claims was entered July 18, 1972. No notice of 
probate or of the date for filing claims was given to 
the purchasers. In December 1972 the decedent’s 
widow, Viola Weinberger, elected to renounce the 


VoL. 203] JANUARY TERM, 1979 677 


Hooker and Heft v. Estate of Weinberger 


will and take her statutory share of the decedent’s 
property. The purchasers received no notice of the 
election, and had no notice of any prospective 
breach of contract until the late summer or early 
fall of 1975, when the purchasers here learned that 
Viola Weinberger had filed a partition action against 
a purchaser of other real estate under a similar in- 
stallment sales contract executed by C. E. Weinber- 
ger. In that partition action Viola Weinberger al- 
leged she was the sole owner of an undivided one- 
half interest in the property involved. 

Because of the action of Viola Weinberger and 
statements of her counsel, purchasers filed contin- 
gent claims in the estate of C. E. Weinberger on Sep- 
tember 25, 1975. The claims alleged the facts re- 
cited above and copies of the contracts were attached. 
The purchasers also alleged that the purchasers 
would have a contingent cause of action against the 
estate for any and all damages occurring by reason 
of any future action of Viola Weinberger and by rea- 
son of the fact that the title was not merchantable. 

Raymond P. Medlin, Jr., as executor of the estate, 
filed an answer and objections to the claims alleging 
that the purchasers had knowledge of the death of 
the decedent, and that their claims were barred un- 
der the statutes because they were not presented by 
July 17, 1972, nor within 2 years after the death of 
the decedent, or February 19, 1974. The answer also 
alleged that the claims were not contingent and 
prayed that they be denied. 

On January 138, 1976, after hearing and submission 
of briefs, the county court found that the claims 
were contingent claims not capable of being exhibited 
within the time limited for creditors to present their 
claims; allowed the claims; and ordered the execu- 
tor to retain in his hands sufficient funds to pay 
these contingent claims when they became absolute. 
The executor appealed to the District Court. 

Meanwhile, Viola Weinberger died in 1975, and 
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Henrietta Martensen was appointed executrix of her 
estate. In August 1976, the heirs of Viola Weinber- 
ger filed a partition action against Edward Hooker 
and his wife, and in November 1976, they filed a par- 
tition action against Edwin H. Heft and his wife. 

On March 14, 1977, Raymond P. Medlin, Jr., re- 
signed as executor of the C. E. Weinberger estate 
and Ralph E. Brown was appointed as administrator 
de bonis non and substituted as appellant in the Dis- 
trict Court. On May 24, 1978, the District Court af- 
firmed the action of the county court. The personal 
representative of the C. E. Weinberger estate has 
appealed. 

The estate contends that the purchasers’ claims 
are general rather than contingent claims; that the 
liability of the estate was fixed at the time the con- 
tracts were entered into; and that these claims 
should have been exhibited within the time limited 
for creditors to present their claims. The estate 
also contends that even if the claims here are contin- 
gent claims, they were not presented within 1 year 
after the claims became absolute. 

The purchasers contend that the claims involved 
here are contingent claims and that a cause of ac- 
tion based upon a possible future breach of the con- 
tract or of title warranties does not accrue until an 
actual or anticipatory breach occurs; that a cause 
or right of action accrues so as to start the running 
of a statute of limitations when the right to institute 
and maintain the action arises and not before; and 
that under the provisions of section 30-704, R. R. S. 
1943 (now repealed), if a claim not capable of being 
exhibited within the time limited for creditors to 
present their claims becomes absolute at any time 
thereafter, the person having such a claim may pre- 
sent and prove the same at any time within 1 year 
after the claim becomes absolute. Purchasers also 
assert that the doctrine of equitable estoppel should 
bar the estate from asserting any defense relating 
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to the time of filing the claims. 

The controlling statutes here were sections 30-701 
and 30-704, R. R. S. 1943, now repealed. Both sec- 
tions dealt with contingent claims. Section 30-701 
provided in part: ‘‘If any person shall be liable as 
security for the deceased, or have any other contin- 
gent claim against his estate which cannot be proved 
as a debt, the same may be presented, with the 
proper proof, to the county court, which, if satisfied 
that such claim is a legal demand against the estate, 
may order the executor or administrator to retain in 
his hands sufficient to pay such contingent claim, 
when the same shall become absolute, * * *.”’ 

Section 30-704 provided in part: ‘‘If the claim of 
any person not capable of being exhibited within the 
time limited for creditors to present their claims, 
shall become absolute at any time thereafter, the 
person having such claim may present it to the 
court, and prove the same at any time within one 
year after it shall become absolute; and if estab- 
lished in the manner provided in sections 30-701 to 
30-715, the executor or administrator shall be re- 
quired to pay it, * * *.”’ 

Under these statutes a contingent claim against a 
decedent’s estate is one upon which the liability de- 
pends upon some future event which may or may not 
happen and which makes it uncertain whether it will 
ever be a liability. See, In re Estate of Golden, 120 
Neb. 232, 231 N. W. 837; 31 Am. Jur. 2d, Executors 
and Administrators, § 283, p. 145. 

The contingency does not relate simply to the 
amount which may be recovered but to the uncer- 
tainty of whether or not the future event will ever 
occur to thereby effect a right of action or liability. 
Until that future event happens a right of action 
upon the contingent claim does not arise. See Rehn 
v. Bingaman, 151 Neb. 196, 36 N. W. 2d 856. 

In the cases now before us the only performance 
remaining to be done by the seller under the sale con- 
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tract, which was binding upon the heirs, executors, 
administrators, personal representatives, succes- 
sors, and assigns of the decedent, was the delivery 
of a warranty deed to the purchasers conveying 
merchantable title to the premises. That perform- 
ance was not required under the contracts until the 
purchasers completed payment for the land in 1981. 
At the time of the death of the decedent there was no 
breach of contract on the part of the seller, nor did 
the purchasers have any claim or cause of action 
against the decedent which could be presented or ex- 
hibited to the county court. A cause of action in con- 
tract accrues at the time of the breach or failure to 
do the thing agreed to, irrespective of any knowl- 
edge on the part of the plaintiff or of any actual in- 
jury occasioned him, but not until then. See 1 Am. 
Jur. 2d, Actions, § 89, p. 618. Similarly, a cause of 
action on a covenant of warranty or for quiet enjoy- 
ment does not accrue in favor of the covenantee un- 
til eviction or surrender by reason of a paramount 
title. See, Campbell v. Gallentine, 115 Neb. 789, 215 
N. W. 111; Burling v. Estate of Allvord, 77 Neb. 861, 
110 N. W. 683. 

In the present cases if Viola Weinberger had exe- 
cuted a warranty deed to the property before or af- 
ter her husband’s death, or had elected to take under 
the decedent’s will or elected in some other way to 
carry out the contract, no cause of action would 
have arisen in favor of the purchasers against the 
estate of the decedent. The estate and the heirs and 
personal representatives succeeded to the rights and 
obligations of the decedent under the contract and 
until there was a breach of contract, or an anticipa- 
tory breach or repudiation of it, the purchasers had 
no cause of action or valid claim against the estate. 
There was no further performance due from the sel- 
ler until 1981. An anticipatory breach of contract is 
one committed before the time has come when there 
is a present duty of performance and is the outcome 
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of words or acts evincing an intention to refuse per- 
formance in the future. See 17 Am. Jur. 2d, Con- 
tracts, § 448, p. 910. 

Restatement 2d, Contracts, T.D. 9, § 274, p. 3, 
states when a statement or an act is a repudiation of 
acontract. ‘‘A repudiation is 

‘‘(a) a statement by the obligor to the obligee indi- 
cating that he will commit a breach that would of it- 
self give the obligee a claim for damages for total 
breach under § 268, or 

“(b) a voluntary affirmative act which renders 
him unable or apparently unable to perform without 
such a breach.”’ 

Comment (a), following, makes it clear that such 
a statement or act, even if it occurs before any 
breach by nonperformance, may give rise to a claim 
for damages for total breach. 

Restatement 2d, Contracts, T.D. 9, § 277, p. 22, 
subsection (1) states: ‘‘(1) Where an obligor repu- 
diates a duty before he has committed a breach by 
non-performance and before he has received all of 
the agreed exchange for it, his repudiation alone 
gives rise to a claim for damages for total breach.”’ 

In the cases now before us the record fails to es- 
tablish that the purchasers had any notice or knowl- 
edge that Viola Weinberger had elected not to take 
under the will. The record establishes that the pur- 
chasers received no notice of any proceedings in the 
estate of C. E. Weinberger. Neither is there any 
evidence that any representative or attorney for the 
C. E. Weinberger estate advised the purchasers, 
prior to the filing of their contingent claims, that the 
estate could not or would not perform the contract. 
In fact, the executor continued to accept the annual 
contract payments from the purchasers even after 
the contingent claims of the purchasers were filed. 
Such an acceptance may well have constituted an 
equitable estoppel. In any event, the acceptance of 
payments without objection and with full knowledge 
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of all the facts was certainly not a repudiation of the 
contracts in any sense. The acceptance of such pay- 
ments constituted an affirmance of the contracts, 
not a repudiation of them. Until the purchasers dis- 
covered that Viola Weinberger had instituted a par- 
tition action against other purchasers and by further 
inquiry obtained knowledge of a probable or appar- 
ent inability to comply with the title warranty provi- 
sions of the contract by the estate, they had no cause 
of action against the estate, contingent or otherwise. 

Where a party bound by an executory contract re- 
pudiates his obligation before the time for perform- 
ance, the promisee has an option to treat the con- 
tract as ended so far as further performance is con- 
cerned, and to maintain an action at once for the 
damages occasioned by such anticipatory breach. 
Selig v. Wunderlich Contracting Co., 160 Neb. 215, 69 
N. W. 2d 861. See, also, 17A C. J. S., Contracts, § 472, 
p. 652. 

The record in the present cases establishes that 
the purchasers had contingent claims against the 
C. E. Weinberger estate which could not be proved 
as a debt or legal demand against the estate until 
the purchasers had knowledge of facts sufficient to 
constitute an anticipatory breach or repudiation of 
the contracts. The record also establishes that the 
claims were not capable of being exhibited within 
the time limited for creditors to present their claims, 
and that they were filed and presented to the court 
within 1 year after they became absolute. 

The order of the District Court affirming the ac- 
tion of the county court was correct and is affirmed. 

AFFIRMED. 
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In RE EstTaTE OF C. E.. WEINBERGER, DECEASED. 
HAROLD V. LESLIE ET AL., APPELLEES, V. ESTATE OF 
C. E. WEINBERGER, DECEASED, APPELLANT. 

279 N. W. 2d 854 


Filed June 12,1979. No. 42202. 


Appeal from the District Court for Greeley County: 
JAMES R. KELLY, Judge. Affirmed. 


George H. Moyer, Sr., of Moyer, Moyer & Egley 
and Frederick M. Deutsch of Deutsch, Jewell, Otte, 
Gatz, Collins & Domina, for appellant. 


Robert F. Peterson of Lydick & Peterson, for ap- 
pellees. 


Heard before BosLauGH, McCown, CLINTON, and 
BRODKEY, JJ., and WINDRuM, District Judge. 


McCown, J. 

This case involves contingent claims against the 
estate of a decedent for an anticipated breach of a 
contract for the sale of real estate by the estate. The 
relevant terms and provisions of the contract here 
were the same as those involved in the cases of 
Hooker and Heft v. Estate of Weinberger, ante p. 674, 
279 N. W. 2d 849. The county court disallowed the 
contingent claims. On appeal the District Court re- 
versed the order of the county court and ordered al- 
lowance of the claims. The personal representative 
of the estate has appealed. 

The relevant facts and circumstances in this case 
are the same as in those cases with the following ex- 
ceptions. The contract here was executed February 
9, 1970, and involved two parcels of real estate. The 
title opinion rendered by Medlin to the purchasers in 
this case showed that title to the property was 
vested in C. E. Weinberger rather than in the pur- 
chasers. No partition action has been filed as to the 
property involved in this case. The purchasers here 
received the first notice of an anticipatory breach in 
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the late fall of 1976, when they learned of the partition 
case involving the Heft real estate. The purchasers 
in this case then checked with the attorney for the C. 
E. Weinberger estate, apparently in December 1976, 
and were told to get an attorney because the con- 
tract would not be honored. 

The purchasers obtained a lawyer and filed their 
contingent claim in the county court on January 26, 
1977. The claim was disallowed by the county court 
on May 25, 1977. On appeal the District Court re- 
versed the order of the county court, ordered allow- 
ance of the claim, and directed the personal repre- 
sentative of the estate of C. E. Weinberger to retain 
sufficient funds to pay the amount of damages sus- 
tained by the purchasers here when that amount is 
ascertained. 

The cases of Hooker and Heft v. Estate of Wein- 
berger, supra, are controlling here. The order of 
the District Court was correct and is affirmed. 

AFFIRMED. 


WILLIAM G. BUCHANAN, APPELLANT, V. PRICKETT & 
Son, INC., ET AL., APPELLEES. 
279 N. W. 2d 855 


Filed June 12, 1979. No. 42246. 


1. Firemen: Negligence. The fireman’s rule negates liability to 

firemen by one whose negligence causes or contributes to a fire 
’ which in turn causes injury or death of a fireman. 

2. Rescue Doctrine: Negligence. The rescue doctrine contemplates 
a voluntary act by one who, in an emergency and prompted by 
spontaneous human motives to save human life, attempts a rescue 
which he had no duty to attempt by virtue of the legal obligation 
or duty fastened on him by his employment. - It is not contributory 
negligence for a volunteer to expose himself to danger in a rea- 
sonable effort to save a third person or the property of a third per- 
son from harm. The extent of the risk which the volunteer is 
justified in assuming under the circumstances increases in propor- 
tion to the imminence of the danger and the value of the advantage 
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to be realized from meeting the danger and attempting to remove 
or eliminate the hazard, i.e., the less the danger to the third party, 
the less risk the volunteer is justified in taking. 

3. Firemen: Negligence. The underlying basis of the fireman’s rule 
is that the ordinary risks which a fireman encounters in the per- 
formance of his duty in fighting fires and protecting life and prop- 
erty are those which he has assumed a duty to perform and to 
which he has assumed the risk in a ‘‘primary’”’ sense; that is, the 
risk is one which the fireman has engaged to encounter by virtue 
of his employment and one which it is his duty to perform and 
thus the person who negligently caused the fire has not breached 
a duty owed the fireman. In the absence of any statute or ordinance 
prescribing a duty on the part of the owner or possessor of the 
property to members of a public fire department, the owner is not 
liable for such injuries to firemen except those proximately re- 
sulting from willful or wanton negligence or a designed injury, 
except in certain cases where there may be the duty to warn of hid- 
den danger or peril known to the owner or occupant but unknown to 
or unobservable by the fireman in the exercise of ordinary care. 


Appeal from the District Court for Buffalo County: 
DeWayne Wo tr, Judge. Affirmed. 


William J. Ross of Ross, Schroeder & Fritzler, for 
appellant. 


Knudsen, Berkheimer, Endacott & Beam, for ap- 
pellees. 


Heard before BosLauGcH, McCown, CLINTON, and 
WHITE, JJ., and TEesar, District Judge. 


CLINTON, J. 

This is an action for personal injuries suffered by 
the plaintiff, a member of the Elm Creek volunteer 
fire department, when he, along with other mem- 
bers of the department, responded to a call to the 
scene of a collision between two motor vehicles, one 
of which was a gasoline tanker. After plaintiff ar- 
rived at the scene and while he was in the process of 
trying to extricate the transport driver from the 
tractor cab in which he was pinned, an explosion and 
fire occurred and the plaintiff was badly burned. 
The defendants are the persons—owners, operators, 
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or lessees of the second vehicle—whose negligence 
was allegedly the cause of the collision. The primary 
legal question involved in this case is whether the 
plaintiff's claimed right of recovery is barred by the 
operation of the so-called ‘‘fireman’s rule,”’ or whether 
the ‘‘rescue doctrine’’ should apply and the plaintiff 
be permitted to recover if there be proof that the 
negligence of all or some of the defendants was a 
proximate cause of the collision, the fire, and the 
plaintiff’s injuries. The defendants filed a motion 
for summary judgment which was granted and the 
plaintiff has appealed to this court. We affirm. 

The alleged facts of the collision as set forth in the 
petition of the plaintiff are these. On July 8, 1974, 
the defendants’ truck was traveling westward on In- 
terstate Highway No. 80 and entered the exit ramp 
on the northeast quadrant of the Elm Creek inter- 
change and stopped for a stop sign at the west end of 
the ramp where it intersects U. S. Highway No. 183 
which runs north and south over the interstate high- 
way. At the time the defendants’ truck was stopped 
at the traffic sign, the loaded tanker, operated by 
Dale L. Damon, was moving north on highway 183 
toward the junction of the ramp and the highway. 
As the tanker neared the junction, the defendants’ 
truck drove onto highway 183 and made a left turn to 
go south on that highway. Damon was unable to 
avoid a collision with defendants’ truck and went 
down the embankment on the east side of highway 
183, and the tanker overturned. 

The following facts are established by the deposi- 
tion of the plaintiff and are undisputed. The plain- 
tiff was, at all times here involved, a duly elected 
and appointed member of the Elm Creek volunteer 
fire department. The job of the department and its 
members was to fight fires and do rescue work. 
The plaintiff received no compensation for his serv- 
ices as a volunteer fireman. When, on the occasion 
here involved, he and the other volunteer firemen, 
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together with firefighting equipment, arrived at the 
scene of the collision, the plaintiff observed that Da- 
mon was pinned in the tractor with one leg trapped 
between the seat and the floor. At the time, gaso- 
line was leaking from the tanker and running 
through the cab and onto the ground where it was 
forming pools of gasoline. As the day was hot, the 
gasoline was vaporizing in considerable volume and, 
when the plaintiff reached Damon, he found it diffi- 
cult to breathe. He was acutely concerned about the 
danger of fire. Because of the fumes, he occasion- 
ally had to leave briefly and then renew his attempts 
to free Damon. During his second or third effort, 
the explosion and fire occurred. Damon was burned 
to death and the plaintiff was severely burned. The 
plaintiff has received and perhaps is still receiving 
workmen’s compensation benefits as provided by 
section 48-115, R. R. S. 1948, as amended. He has 
suffered additional damages by reason of pain and 
suffering and time lost from his regular employment 
as an electrical lineman and a moonlighting job ina 
feed mill. To this latter employment he has been 
unable to return. 

The fireman’s rule, although not referred to by 
that name in this jurisdiction, has been applied in 
Wax v. Co-Operative Refinery Assn., 154 Neb. 805, 49 
N. W. 2d 707; and Fentress v. Co-Operative Refinery 
Assn., 149 Neb. 355, 31 N. W. 2d 225. The fireman’s 
rule negates liability to firemen by one whose negli- 
gence causes or contributes to the fire which in turn 
causes injury or death of the fireman. Giorgi v. 
Pacific Gas & Elec. Co., 266 Cal. App. 2d 355, 72 Cal. 
Rptr. 119. The rescue rule as applied in Nebraska 
has been stated thus: It is not contributory negli- 
gence for a plaintiff to expose himself to danger ina 
reasonable effort to save a third person or the prop- 
erty of a third person from harm. The extent of the 
risk which the volunteer is justified in assuming un- 
der the circumstances increases in proportion to the 
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imminence of the danger and the value of the advan- 
tage to be realized from meeting the danger and at- 
tempting to remove or eliminate the hazard; that is, 
the less the danger to the third party, the less the 
risk the volunteer is justified in taking. Wolfinger v. 
Shaw, 138 Neb. 229, 292 N. W. 731. The rescue doc- 
trine contemplates a voluntary act by one who, in an 
emergency and prompted by spontaneous human 
motives to save human life, attempts a rescue which 
he had no duty to attempt by virtue of a legal obliga- 
tion or duty fastened on him by his employment. 
Nastasio v. Cinnamon, 295 S. W. 2d 117 (Mo., 1956). 

The principal point which the plaintiff urges is 
that, because a volunteer fireman is unpaid and be- 
cause in this instance the plaintiff was not fighting a 
fire but attempting to save a human life, the rescue 
rule should apply to the exclusion of the fireman’s 
rule. 

The rationale of the fireman’s rule varies some- 
what from jurisdiction to jurisdiction. In Nebraska 
the rule has been stated at least twice. In Fentress 
v. Co-Operative Refinery Assn., supra, we said: 
‘‘The rule is that in the absence of any statute or or- 
dinance prescribing a duty on the part of the owner 
of premises to members of a public fire department, 
the owner is not liable for injuries to such a fireman 
except those proximately resulting from willful or 
wanton negligence or a designed injury.... Weare 
not here dealing with a hidden danger or peril. The 
condition of the burning transport was an obvious 
one. The danger was a patent one and one which 
the plaintiff realized as his own testimony discloses. 
He discounted the danger of explosion from the trail- 
er tanks because the tanks were vented and the 
vents open.’’ In Wax v. Co-Operative Refinery 
Assn., supra, we said: ‘‘Each authority cited in the 
Fentress case affirms the fact that a fireman or in- 
dividual fighting a fire on the premises of an owner 
or occupant is a bare licensee to whom the owner or 
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occupant owes no greater duty than to refrain from 
injuring him by willful or wanton negligence or a de- 
signed injury, except in certain cases where there 
may be the duty to warn of hidden danger or peril 
known to the owner or occupant but unknown to or 
unobservable by the fireman in the exercise of or- 
dinary care. Here the danger was not only obvious, 
but also defendant gave warning that there was dan- 
ger of a second explosion which caused the injuries 
to and death of decedent.’’ We also there said: ‘‘It 
is generally held that a fireman, or individual who 
goes to assist in putting out a fire upon premises and 
is injured, cannot establish liability of the property 
owner or occupant therefor by simply establishing 
negligence in starting the fire, but only by showing 
that his injuries were designed or proximately 
caused by willful or wanton negligence of such 
owner or occupant or by some hidden danger or 
peril upon the premises, known by the occupant or 
owner but unknown by the fireman or individual, 
and not, if reasonable opportunity is given, disclosed 
to such persons or their superiors, who were unable 
to observe the same by exercising ordinary care. 
Therefore, it is immaterial whether or not the fire 
was started by negligence or that such was continu- 
ing negligence as argued by plaintiff, since a fire- 
man or individual who undertakes to fight a fire 
knows that it exists and as licensee ordinarily as- 
sumes the risk of the premises as he finds them. 141 
A. L. R. 585.”’ 

The rule, although phrased with reference to lia- 
bility of owners or occupants of real property, ap- 
plies to circumstances where the property, which is 
afire or from which the danger arises, is personal 
property and not located on real property owned or 
occupied by the owner of the personal property. 
Wax v. Co-Operative Refinery Assn., supra. We 
have used the same ‘‘licensee’’ rationale in the case 
of injury to policemen, saying: ‘‘The occupier of 
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the premises owes to the licensee the duty to warn, 
if an opportunity is afforded, of hidden dangers 
known to the occupier but unknown to and not read- 
ily observable by the licensee.’’ Nared v. School 
Dist. of Omaha, 191 Neb. 376, 215 N. W. 2d 115. 

Other jurisdictions have made a more penetrating 
analysis of the public policy considerations under- 
lying the fireman’s rule and have placed the rule 
upon the ground that the ordinary risks which a fire- 
man encounters in the performance of his duty in 
fighting fires and protecting life and property are 
those which he has assumed a duty to perform and 
to which he has assumed the risk in a ‘‘primary’”’ 
sense. Armstrong v. Mailand, 284 N. W. 2d 343 
(Minn., 1979); Walters v. Sloan, 20 Cal. 3d 199, 142 
Cal. Rptr. 152, 571 P. 2d 609; Krauth v. Israel Geller 
and Buckingham Homes, Inc., 31 N. J. 270, 157 A. 2d 
129. What the courts mean by this is that the risk is 
one which the fireman has engaged to encounter by 
virtue of his employment and one which it is his duty 
to accept and that the person who negligently causes 
the fire has therefore not breached a duty owed the 
fireman. The reason for the rule is that fires will in- 
evitably occur and it is not desirable as a matter of 
public policy to fasten the cost of the risk involved in 
firefighting on the owner or user of the property. 
Rather, firemen’s pay and reimbursement, or at 
least partial indemnification for losses incurred as a 
consequence of meeting the risks of fire, should be 
borne by government. The undesirability of impos- 
ing this cost upon the property owner was one of the 
factors recognized in Wax v. Co-Operative Refinery 
Assn., supra. However, the above-mentioned cases 
differ from Wax in that the courts which have 
adopted the doctrine of assumption of the risk in the 
primary sense have ceased to define duties of care 
with respect to categories of property users such as 
invitees, licensees, and trespassers. 

The term ‘‘assumption of the risk in the primary 
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sense’’ has apparently not been used in this jurisdic- 
tion although the rationale which this court has used 
does not seem to be inconsistent with the doctrine. In 
both Fentress and Wax, the former involving a vol- 
unteer fireman and the latter a professional fireman 
who had volunteered, we noted that a public fire de- 
partment was the agency performing the duty. We 
were thus indicating that the duty of the firemen 
was one which they had assumed by membership or 
service in the firefighting organization. We also 
noted that whether or not the fire was caused by 
negligence was immaterial since the person who un- 
dertook to fight the fire assumed the known risks. 
We then pointed out in those cases, both of which 
grew out of the same accident, that the risk of explo- 
sion was known and obvious. Thus, the Wax ration- 
ale seems to include an imprecisely developed as- 
sumption of the risk in the primary sense doctrine 
although the doctrine was not so _ designated. 
Whether one relies upon the limitation of duty owed 
a licensee or upon the theory of assumption of the 
risk in the primary sense, the result is the same in 
that the person causing the fire has breached no 
duty owed to the firefighters. 

In Armstrong v. Mailand, supra, the Minnesota 
Supreme Court stated that firemen are owed a duty 
of care unless they have assumed the risk of the haz- 
ard in the primary sense, but that firemen assume 
all risks reasonably apparent to them in firefighting. 
The import and rationale of Krauth and Sloan are 
similar. However, there were elements involved in 
all three of these cases which are not present in the 
one before us. We should not, therefore, be under- 
stood as adopting in toto the complete rationale of 
those opinions. We are not persuaded and do not 
hold in this opinion that the policy of defining the ex- 
tent of the duty of care, by use of the categories in- 
vitee, licensee, or trespasser, should be abrogated. 
Such classifications still have a rational function. 
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See, e.g., Nared v. School Dist. of Omaha, supra. 
Moreover, under the facts of this case, a reconsider- 
ation of those categories is unnecessary. 

In the present instance, the plaintiff went to the 
scene of the collision for the apparent purpose of 
fighting or preventing fire as a member of a fire de- 
partment. The record establishes the fire depart- 
ment does rescue work and this is one of the duties 
of its members. The record shows without contra- 
diction the danger of fire or explosion was fully rec- 
ognized by the plaintiff. That was the very reason 
he undertook his heroic efforts to free Damon. The 
risks causing the injury in this case were those en- 
countered by firemen generally and were not un- 
known or concealed risks of which warning needed 
to be given if opportunity afforded. 

Attempting to distinguish between ‘‘firefighting’’ 
and ‘‘rescue’’ operations is unacceptable for another 
reason. Any aspect of firefighting may involve res- 
cue if there is a person or persons in the endangered 
building or, as in this case, trapped in a vehicle. In 
such instances, the firemen who man the hoses or 
pumps are in fact as much a part of the rescue effort 
as those who man the ladders or the nets or who 
carry victims to safety. It is not possible to draw a 
substantive distinction founded upon the particular 
task being performed. 

The plaintiff was not being paid for his services. 
This was also true of the plaintiffs in Fentress and 
Wax. Volunteer firemen, although uncompensated, 
undertake the same duties as paid firemen. We 
may even take note of the fact that in Nebraska 
some fire departments consist of both paid and vol- 
unteer members. It would be impractical to distin- 
guish between volunteers and paid firemen in those 
cases. Nebraska affords both workmen’s compen- 
sation coverage and perhaps other benefits to paid 
firemen. For volunteer firemen it provides only 
workmen’s compensation benefits. Whether more 
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of the burden of injury resulting from the risks in- 
volved should be assumed by government is a ques- 
tion for the public policymakers to determine. 

The fireman’s rule and not the rescue doctrine ap- 
plies under the facts of this case. The motion for 
summary judgment was properly sustained. 

, AFFIRMED. 

TesaR, District Judge, not participating in the de- 
cision. 


STATE OF NEBRASKA EX REL. E‘THEL FE’. SIMPSON, 
APPELLANT, V. HONORABLE ROBERT C. VONDRASEK, 
JUDGE OF THE OMAHA MUNICIPAL COURT, APPELLEE. 

279 N. W. 2d 860 


Filed June 12, 1979. No. 42247. 


1. Juries. As a general rule, the right to a jury trial is part of our 
fundamental law. 

2. Courts: Rules of Court: Time. A suit brought in small claims 

court and transferred to the regular docket of the municipal court 

prior to the time set for hearing in the small claims court shall be 
subject to all of the provisions of law and rules of court applicable 
to proceedings in municipal court. 

: A municipal court rule which provides 
that a party desiring a jury trial in a civil case must demand the 
same in writing on or before the answer day refers to the answer 
date as established in the municipal court after the transfer of 
the case from the small claims court and not to the ‘‘appearance’”’ 
date specified in the notice to the defendant in the small claims 
court. 

4. Courts: Mandamus. Mandamus will lie to compel an inferior 
court to hear and determine a cause, if within its jurisdiction and 
when properly brought into the court. Mandamus will not lie to 
coerce judicial discretion of an inferior court, nor to predetermine 
the character of the judgment that the court shall enter. 

5. Courts: Juries. If a demand for a jury trial in municipal court 
is timely filed, a jury trial is mandated and no discretion upon the 
part of the court is involved. 

6. Mandamus: Appeal and Error. It is a general rule in this juris- 
diction that mandamus will not issue to review the action of an 
inferior court where there is an adequate remedy at law, and the 


694 NEBRASKA REPORTS [VoL. 203 


State ex rel. Simpson v. Vondrasek 


writ may not be used to usurp or take the place of a writ of error 
or an appeal. However, when the remedy, though available, is in- 
adequate, mandamus will lie. 

7. Mandamus. Where a specific duty is provided for by statute, 
mandamus may be invoked to enforce it, if denied; and the party 
entitled to such relief will not be forced to pursue his remedy by 
circuitous and dilatory action. 


Appeal from the District Court for Douglas County: 
DonaLD J. HAMILTON, Judge. Reversed and remanded 
with directions. 


D. Nick Caporale and Michael A. Nelsen of 
Schmid, Ford, Mooney, Frederick & Caporale, for 
appellant. 


Herbert M. Fitle, Omaha City Attorney, and James 
E. Fellows, Deputy City Attorney, for appellee. 


Heard before KrivosHa, C. J., McCown, CLINTON, 
and BropkeEy, JJ., and KNgIFL, District Judge. 


BRODKEY, J. 

On or about April 5, 1978, Thomas K. Moore filed a 
claim against Ethel F. Simpson, the relator and ap- 
pellant herein, in the small claims court of the 
Omaha municipal court claiming damages allegedly 
resulting from an automobile accident between the 
parties. Pursuant to statute, Ethel Simpson was no- 
tified of the pendency of the claim and was served 
with official form No. 1A of the small claims court 
which notified her: ‘‘You must appear before this 
court on April 24, 1978 at Two P.M., at Courtroom 
No. 6, Main Floor, if you do not appear, a judgment 
may be entered against you. Cost of this action also 
may be charged against you.’’ (Emphasis supplied. ) 

On April 17, 1978, Ethel Simpson filed a written re- 
quest for the removal of the case from the small 
claims court to the ordinary docket of the municipal 
court of the city of Omaha, and on that date the case 
was transferred to the regular docket of the munici- 
pal court. The clerk of the municipal court then 
filed official municipal court form ‘‘M.C. 171 (75-1)’’ 
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entitled, ‘‘Notice of Answer Day and Notice of Hear- 
ing,’’ setting May 5, 1978, as the ‘‘answer day,’’ and 
mailed the form to the respective parties. No issue 
is raised in this case that the transfer to the munici- 
pal court docket was not timely and properly done. 
On May 5, 1978, the answer date set in the foregoing 
notice, Ethel Simpson filed her answer and also a 
counterclaim in the municipal court action, and also 
filed a demand for a jury trial. The case, desig- 
nated as ‘‘Thomas K. Moore, Plaintiff vs. Ethel F. 
Simpson, Defendant, Docket 272, Page No. 95” was 
assigned to the Honorable Robert C. Vondrasek, 
judge of the Omaha municipal court, the respondent- 
appellee in this appeal. 

Thereafter, on May 11, 1978, respondent ordered 
relator to show cause why her request for a trial by 
jury should not be denied because of the fact that 
her demand for a jury trial was filed subsequent to 
April 24, 1978, which was the appearance date orig- 
inally scheduled in the small claims court. A hear- 
ing was had on the order to show cause on May 19, 
1978, and on May 23, 1978, respondent entered an or- 
der denying relator the jury trial she had requested, 
rejecting her argument that the proper answer day 
for filing a request for a jury trial was May 5, 1978, 
the answer day established by the municipal court 
when the case was transferred from the small 
claims court, and not April 24, 1978, the date originally 
scheduled for her appearance in the small claims 
court. 

Relator then filed her petition for a writ of man- 
damus in the District Court for Douglas County to 
compel respondent to grant her a trial by jury. 
Trial of the mandamus action was held on June 22, 
1978, at which time respondent appeared and testi- 
fied. On July 11, 1978, the District Court entered its 
order denying relator’s petition for a writ of man- 
damus, basing its decision upon State, ex rel. Garton 
v. Fulton, i18 Neb. 400, 225 N. W. 28 (1929). Relator 
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then perfected her appeal to this court. The issues 
presented are whether relator was entitled to a jury 
trial of her action, still pending in the municipal 
court of the city of Omaha, and whether she was enti- 
tled to a writ of mandamus to obtain such jury trial. 

We first review certain constitutional provisions, 
statutes, and rules which we believe to be relevant 
to this case. We start with our own constitutional 
provision regarding the right to trial by jury. Arti- 
cle I, section 6, Constitution of the State of Nebraska 
provides: ‘‘The right of trial by jury shall remain 
inviolate, but the Legislature may authorize trial by 
a jury of less number than twelve in courts inferior 
to the District Court, and may by general law author- 
ize a verdict in civil cases in any court by not less 
than five-sixths of the jury.’’ Certain minor excep- 
tions to the above provision have been allowed in the 
past, as, for example, in the trial of petit offenses in 
violation of city ordinances. State v. Johnson, 191 
Neb. 535, 216 N. W. 2d 517 (1974). Generally, how- 
ever, the right to a jury trial is part of our funda- 
mental law. Fugate v. State, 169 Neb. 420, 99 N. W. 
2d 868 (1959). Section 24-536, R. R. 8. 1943, specifi- 
cally provides: ‘‘Either party to any case in county 
or municipal court, except criminal cases arising 
under city or village ordinances and traffic infrac- 
tions, and except any matter arising under the pro- 
visions of the Nebraska Probate Code, may demand 
a trial by jury. In civil cases, the demand must be 
in writing and must be filed on or before answer 
day. All provisions of law relating to juries in the 
district courts shall apply to juries in the county and 
municipal courts and the district court jury list shall 
be used, except that juries in the county and munici- 
pal courts shall consist of six persons.’’ (Emphasis 
supplied.) Rule 4g(1) of the Omaha municipal 
court rules of practice, adopted pursuant to the 
authority granted under section 26-1,202, R. R. S. 
1948, and in effect at all times material to this case, 
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provides as follows: ‘‘Parties desiring a jury trial 
in civil cases must demand same in writing on or 
before answer day, pursuant to Section 25-536, R. 8S. 
Supp. 1974.’’ There seems to be little question, and 
respondent concedes the fact in his testimony in Dis- 
trict Court, that if the relator demanded a trial be- 
fore ‘‘answer date’’ she would be entitled to it, and 
the court would have no discretion to refuse it. The 
difference of opinion between the relator and the re- 
spondent arises’in the determination of the correct 
and applicable date on or before which the request 
for the jury trial must have been made. Respondent 
claims that the applicable date was the appearance 
date before the small claims court, which was April 
24, 1978. Relator contends the applicable date was 
the answer date set by the municipal court after the 
transferal of the case to municipal court, which was 
May 5, 1978. 

The solution to this problem requires an examina- 
tion of the statutes applicable to the small claims 
court, being sections 24-521 to 24-527, R. R. S. 1943. 
Section 24-524, R. R. 8S. 1943, provides, among other 
things, that: ‘‘(1) Actions in the Small Claims Court 
shall be commenced by the filing of a claim by the 
plaintiff on a form provided by the clerk of the 
county court or municipal court. * * * (3) Upon fil- 
ing of a claim in the Small Claims Court, the court 
shall set a time for hearing and shall cause notice to 
be served upon the defendant. * * * Notice shall con- 
sist of a copy of the complaint and a summons direct- 
ing the defendant to appear at the time set for hear- 
ing and informing the defendant that if he fails to ap- 
pear, judgment will be entered against him. * * * 
(4) The defendant may file a setoff or counterclaim 
in an amount not in excess of five hundred dollars, 
exclusive of interest and costs. * * *.’’ (Emphasis 
supplied.) Section 24-525, R. R. 8. 1943, provides: 
‘*All matters in the Small Claims Court shall be tried 
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to the court without a jury. If the defendant in any 
action desires to transfer the case to the regular 
docket, he shall give notice to the court prior to the 
time set for the hearing, and the case shall be trans- 
ferred to the regular docket of the county or munici- 
pal court and shall thereafter be subject to all provi- 
sions of law and rules of court applicable to proceed- 
ings in the county and municipal court. * * *.’’ 
(Emphasis supplied.) Section 24-526, R. R. S. 1943, 
provides: ‘‘No formal pleadings other than the 
claim and notice, and the counterclaim or setoff and 
notice, if appropriate, shall be required in the Small 
Claims Court * * *.’’ (Emphasis supplied.) It is to 
be noted that no mention is made in any of the fore- 
going statutes either of ‘‘an answer day,”’ or the fil- 
ing of an ‘‘answer;’’ the only pleadings mentioned 
are the claim and notice of the plaintiff, and the 
counterclaim or setoff and notice of the defendant. 
Moreover, the statutes do not require the defendant 
to file an answer by any particular date, but only 
that he ‘‘appear,’’ or suffer a judgment to be taken 
against him. The entire matter is handled in the 
small claims court on a very informal basis, with a 
minimum of procedural requirements. It is only 
after the matter is transferred to the formal muni- 
cipal docket, if this is desired, that the requirements 
for formal pleadings and pleading dates, being the 
regular procedure established for cases originally 
filed in the municipal court, come into play. It is at 
this point that the regular municipal court rules of ° 
procedure govern, including rule 4g(1), that: ‘‘Par- 
ties desiring a jury trial in civil cases must demand 
same in writing on or before answer day, pursuant 
to Section 24-536, R. S. Supp. 1974.’’ (Emphasis sup- 
plied.) It seems clear that to be meaningful, the 
‘“fanswer day’’ referred to in the above rule must of 
necessity mean the answer day set in the municipal 
court after the transfer of the case from the small 
claims court, and we so hold. 
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Relator’s request for a jury trial was, therefore, 
timely made, and should have been granted. 

We turn next to the consideration of whether the 
relator was entitled to use the remedy of a petition 
for a writ of mandamus to enforce her right to a jury 
trial. Counsel for respondent argues that the stat- 
utes in question are vague and required interpreta- 
tion, that the trial judge had the ‘‘judicial discretion’’ 
to interpret them in the manner he understood them, 
and that mandamus may not be used to control the 
exercise of judicial discretion. It is, indeed, the 
duty of the court to interpret and apply the applicable 
law. However, we do not believe it can be said that 
a judge has judicial discretion to apply incorrect 
law. ‘‘Judicial discretion’’ has been frequently de- 
fined in many different ways. In 27 C. J. S., Discre- 
tion, pp. 292-293, it is stated: ‘‘In a broad sense, ‘ju- 
dicial discretion’ is the option which a judge may 
exercise either to do or not to do that which is pro- 
posed to him that he shall do; choosing between the 
doing and not doing of a thing, the doing of which 
cannot be demanded as an absolute right of the 
party asking it to be done; the exercise of the right 
legally to determine between two or more courses of 
action.’’ An eminent authority, Professor Maurice 
Rosenberg of Columbia University Law School, who 
has conducted many seminars exploring the 
meaning and ramifications of the term ‘‘judicial dis- 
cretion,’’ has arrived at the following pragmatic def- 
inition of the term: ‘‘Judicial discretion is a limited 
right to be wrong in the eyes of the appellate court 
and still not be reversed.’”’ Applying that definition to 
the instant case, we do not believe that, sitting as the 
appellate court, we may close our eyes to the appli- 
cation of the trial court of a wrong rule of law, and 
sustain the error on appeal on the theory that the 
choice was within the judge’s ‘‘judicial discretion.”’ 
It is probably true that all judges, at some time dur- 
ing their service on the bench, make erroneous in- 


700 NEBRASKA REPORTS [ VOL. 203 


State ex rel. Simpson v. Vondrasek 


terpretations of the law; but when that occurs, the 
errors should be, and are, subject to correction. In 
State ex rel. Herman v. City of Grand Island, 145 
Neb. 150, 15 N. W. 2d 341 (1944), we quoted with ap- 
proval from 34 Am. Jur., § 72, p. 862, as follows: 
“Every statute to some extent requires construction 
by the public officer whose duties may be defined 
therein. Such officer must read the law, and must, 
therefore, in a certain sense, construe it in order to 
form a judgment from its language as to what duties 
he is directed by statutes to perform. But that does 
not necessarily and in all cases make the duty of the 
officer anything other than a purely ministerial one. 
If the law directs him to perform an act in regard to 
which no discretion is committed to him, and which, 
upon the facts existing, he is bound to perform, then 
that act is ministerial, although depending upon a 
statute which requires, in some degree, a construc- 
tion of its language by the officer.”’ 

In denying relief on her petition for a writ of man- 
damus, the District Court strongly relied upon the 
previous opinion of this court in State, ex rel. Garton 
v. Fulton, 118 Neb. 400, 225 N. W. 28 (1929), and 
counsel for respondent also puts great emphasis 
upon this case in his brief and argument in support 
of the action of the court in denying the writ of man- 
damus. It is true that in State, ex rel. Garton v. 
Fulton, swpra, we enunciated the rule that: ‘‘Man- 
damus will lie to compel an inferior court to hear 
and determine a cause, if within its jurisdiction and 
when properly brought into the court. Mandamus 
will not lie to coerce judicial discretion of an inferior 
court, nor to predetermine the character of the judg- 
ment that the court shall enter. Mandamus will not 
issue to review the action of an inferior court where 
there is an adequate remedy at law, and the writ 
may not be used to usurp or take the place of an ap- 
peal or writ of error.’’ We believe, however, that 
Garton is ciearly distinguishable from the instant 
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case. In that case the relator was charged in the 
county court of Fillmore County with the unlawful 
sale of intoxicating liquors as a second offense. She 
pleaded not guilty to the charge and demanded a jury 
trial, which the county court denied. In denying the 
jury trial, the trial judge relied on a specific former 
statute, being section 3287, Comp. St. 1922, which 
reads in part as follows: ‘‘Magistrates and police 
courts are hereby vested with jurisdiction to try 
without a jury all violations of this act and of all 
such ordinances wherein the penalty does not exceed 
a fine of one hundred dollars or imprisonment for a 
period of three months, and upon the conviction such 
magistrates and police judges shall impose sen- 
tence.’’ It is clear that by virtue of the foregoing 
statute, Garton clearly involved the exercise of judi- 
cial discretion of an inferior court, and in that case 
we correctly stated that mandamus will not lie to 
coerce the judicial discretion of an inferior court. 
In the instant case, as previously discussed, there is 
no discretion under the statutes and rules providing 
for a jury trial in a municipal court. If a demand 
for a jury trial is timely filed, a jury trial is man- 
dated, and no discretion of any kind is involved. Re- 
spondent argues, however, that it is well-established 
law in this jurisdiction that mandamus will not issue 
to review the action of an inferior court where there 
is an adequate remedy at law, and that the writ may 
not be used to usurp or take the place of a writ of 
error or an appeal. State, ex rel. Garton v. Fulton, 
supra; Watts v. City of Omaha, 184 Neb. 41, 165 N. 
W. 2d 104 (1969); § 25-2156, R. R. S. 1948. This is un- 
questionably the general rule. However, relator 
argues that an appeal at this late date and after an 
abortive trial is a wholly inadequate remedy, and 
will not save her from the expense and harassment 
of a trial, nor save the court system from additional 
expense, time, and duplication of effort. We have 
held that where a specific duty is provided by stat- 
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ute, mandamus may be invoked to enforce it if de- 
nied; and the party entitled to such relief will not be 
forced to pursue his remedy by circuitous and dila- 
tory action at law. State ex rel. Agricultural Exten- 
sion Service v. Miller, 182 Neb. 285, 154 N. W. 2d 469 
(1967); State ex rel. Herman v. City of Grand Island, 
145 Neb. 150, 15 N. W. 2d 341 (1944). Under the facts 
of this case, we are inclined to agree with relator; 
and in the interest of conserving further expenditure 
of time, expense, and effort, we conclude that justice 
requires this matter be remanded to the District 
Court with directions to issue a writ of mandamus to 
respondent, granting relator a jury trial. 
REVERSED AND REMANDED WITH DIRECTIONS. 


LARRY K. MONROE ET AL., APPELLEES, V. LINCOLN CITY 
EXMPLOYEES CREDIT UNION, APPELLANT. 
279 N. W. 2d 866 


Filed June 12, 1979. No. 42253. 


Property: Vendor and Purchaser: Liens. Where judgment is re- 
covered against one who has agreed to sell land but made no deed 
nor received the whole of the purchase money, it is a lien on the 
vendor’s interest in the land. 

Appeal from the District Court for Lancaster 
County: SAMUEL VAN PELT, Judge. Reversed and 
remanded. 


James A. Cada of Bailey, Polsky, Huff, Cada & 
Todd, for appellant. 


Baylor, Evnen, Baylor, Curtiss & Grimit, for ap- 
pellees. 


Heard before BosLaucH, McCown, CLINTON, and 
Waite, JJ., and TEesar, District Judge. 


WHITE, J. 
This is an appeal from a declaratory judgment de- 
termining the rights and interests of the parties in 
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certain real estate. A single question is presented: 
Does a judgment against the vendor of real estate, 
obtained subsequent to the making of an executory 
contract for sale of the land but prior to execution of 
the deed, operate as a lien on the land? 

The case was tried on a stipulated set of facts. The 
plaintiffs, Monroe and Barton, contracted on June 
29, 1977, with Rocky Olson and Susan Olson (not 
parties to this action) for the purchase of property 
located at 1526 Pawnee, Lincoln, Lancaster County, 
Nebraska. On July 7, 1977, Lincoln City Employees 
Credit Union, defendant in this action, filed suit 
against the Olsons in the municipal court of Lan- 
caster County, and on July 29 following obtained a 
default judgment in the amount of $3,679.02, together 
with costs. On August 1, 1977, a transcript of the 
judgment was filed with the clerk of the District 
Court for Lancaster County, Nebraska. On or about 
August 8, 1977, the judgment-debtors, Susan and 
Rocky Olson, executed a warranty deed transferring 
the property to the plaintiffs, Monroe and Barton. 
Defendant, Lincoln City Employees Credit Union, 
claims a lien on the real estate. 

At trial, the court held: ‘‘The question presented 
in this litigation is whether the transcribed judgment 
is a lien against the subject real estate under Section 
25-1504.’’ That section provides as follows: ‘‘The 
lands and tenements of the debtor within the county 
where the judgment is entered, shall be bound for 
the satisfaction thereof only from the day on which 
such judgments are rendered.’’ The same rule ap- 
plies when the transcript from the municipal or 
county court is transcribed to the District Court. 
§§ 26-122 and 24-539, R. R. S. 1943. The judgment be- 
comes a lien on real estate owned by the debtor 
within that county. 

The plaintiffs contend, and the trial court held, 
that at the time the judgment was filed in the Dis- 
trict Court, the Olsons’ interest had been equitably 
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converted into personalty under the holding in Bu- 
ford v. Dahlke, 158 Neb. 39, 62 N. W. 2d 252, and 
therefore the judgment did not become a lien 
against the realty. 

The trial court’s reliance on Buford v. Dahlke, 
supra, is misplaced. That case involved a contro- 
versy between the surviving spouse of Ernest R. 
Dahlke and the administrator of his estate over the 
proceeds of a certain contract for the sale of real 
estate owned by husband and wife as joint tenants. 
The spouse claimed she was entitled to all remain- 
ing payments under the contract by reason of her 
right of survivorship in the realty. This court re- 
jected that claim, holding that the contract to con- 
vey equitably converted the interest of the Dahlkes 
from realty to personalty and severed the joint ten- 
ancy. The administrator of the estate was therefore 
entitled to half the proceeds. This court, Boslaugh, 
J., said: ‘‘* ** if the owner of real estate enters into 
a contract of sale whereby the purchaser agrees to 
buy and the owner agrees to sell it and the vendor 
retains the legal title until the purchase money or 
some part of it is paid, the ownership of the real es- 
tate as such passes to and vests in the purchaser, 
and that from the date of the contract the vendor 
holds the legal title as security for a debt as trustee 
for the purchaser. The interest or estate acquired 
by the vendee is land and the rights conferred by the 
contract upon and vested in the vendor are personal 
property.’’ That rule has also been applied in risk 
of loss cases. See McGinley v. Forrest, 107 Neb. 309, 
186 N. W. 74. But the doctrine of equitable conver- 
sion does not apply for all purposes and in every sit- 
uation where there is a contract for the purchase of 
land. 

Equitable conversion is merely ‘‘a name given to 
results reached on other grounds, not a fact from 
which we may reason for all purposes and with re- 
spect to the rights of all parties.’’ Pound, The Prog- 
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ress of the Law, 33 Harvard L. Rev., p. 813, at p. 832. 
The present case presents a situation where the doc- 
trine is clearly inapplicable. The general rule, 
where there is an executory contract for the sale of 
real estate and an intervening judgment lien prior to 
the execution and delivery of a deed, is set forth in 
87 A. L. R. 1506: ‘‘Specifically, apart from contrary 
statutory provisions, the lien of a judgment or at- 
tachment against the vendor in an executory con- 
tract does not attach to any interest in excess of the 
real interest of the vendor as of the time of the judg- 
ment * * *.’’ Cited thereunder are a number of Ne- 
braska cases including Courtnay v. Parker, 16 Neb. 
311, 20 N. W. 120; Doe v. Startzer, 62 Neb. 718, 87 N. 
W. 535. The rule as set forth in syllabus No. 2 of Doe 
v. Startzer, supra, is as follows: ‘‘Where a judg- 
ment is recovered in the district court against the 
vendor of real estate in the same county, who has 
not made a deed for such real estate, nor received 
the whole of the purchase money therefor, such 
judgment is a lien on whatever interest the vendor 
had in the land at the time the lien attached.’’ Also, 
as said in Courtnay v. Parker, supra, where a judg- 
ment is recovered in the District Court against a 
vendor who has sold certain real estate in the same 
county but has not made a deed therefor nor re- 
ceived the whole of the purchase money, such judg- 
ment is a lien on the vendor’s interest in the land. 
Neither of these cases was cited in the briefs of the 
parties. They have never been modified or over- 
ruled and remain the law of the State of Nebraska. 
Other cases cited by the parties relating to specific 
enforceability of the contract and related issues are 
inapposite. 

We do not know from the record the interest, if 
any, of the vendor in the real estate at the time the 
judgment was transcribed to the District Court. 
The judgment must be reversed and the cause re- 
manded to the District Court for proceedings 
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in conformity with this opinion. 
REVERSED AND REMANDED. 
Tresar, District Judge, not participating in the de- 
cision. 


JOHN R. TURNER ET AL., APPELLANTS, V. CITY OF 
NORTH PLATTE, LINCOLN CounTY, NEBRASKA, ET AL., 
APPELLEES, 

279 N. W. 2d 868 


Filed June 12, 1979. No. 42283. 


1. Taxation. In the execution of the power to tax, the taxing officers 
must be able to show legislative authority for every levy of taxes. 

2. Taxation: Property: Constitutional Law. It is constitutionally 
required that there be notice to the property owners of a special 
assessment and an opportunity to contest the amount and validity 
of the assessment before it becomes a charge on the property. 

3. Taxation: Municipal Corporations: Appeal and Error: Streets 
and Alleys. Validity of special assessment for street improve- 
ment was properly challenged by petition in error timely filed 
after appearance before city council sitting as board of equaliza- 
tion. 

4. Taxation: Municipal Corporations: Statutes: Streets and Alleys. 
The authorization for special assessment for street improvements 
found at sections 18-2001 to 18-2003, R. R. S. 1943, does not extend toa 
street section already paved. 

5. Taxation: Municipal Corporations: Streets and Alleys. The leg- 
islative power and authority delegated to a city to construct local 
improvements and levy assessments for payments thereof is to be 
strictly construed and every reasonable doubt as to the extent or 
limitation of such power and authority is resolved against the city 
and in favor of the taxpayer. 

6. Taxation: Municipal Corporations: Property: Streets and Alleys. 
Where special assessments against property to pay the costs of 
paving are void, knowledge of the proceedings and of the construc- 
tion of the improvement will not estop the owner from avoiding 
liability therefor, and they cannot be enforced solely on the ground 
of the benefits of the improvements to the owners of abutting lots 
or lands. 


Appeal from the District Court for Lincoln County: 
HuGuH Stuart, Judge. Reversed. 
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Murphy, Pederson & Piccolo and LeRoy Anderson, 
for appellants. 


Maupin, Dent, Kay & Satterfield, for appellees. 


Heard before BosLauGH, WHITE, and HASTINGs, JJ., 
and GRANT and SPRAGUE, District Judges. 


WHITE, J. 

This is an appeal from the dismissal by the Dis- 
trict Court of plaintiffs’ petition in error. The plain- 
tiffs-appellants are the owners of property abutting 
West ‘‘E’”’ Street in the defendant City of North 
Platte. The petition in error was filed after the city 
council, sitting as a board of equalization, levied 
special assessments for improvements to West ‘‘E’”’ 
Street. The special assessments were levied pur- 
suant to Nebraska’s ‘‘gap and extend’’ law, sections 
18-2001 to 18-2005, R. R. 8. 1943. Briefly stated, it is 
the position of the plaintiffs that the ‘‘gap and ex- 
tend’’ procedure may be used only in the case of pre- 
viously unimproved street sections, that the street 
abutting their property was already paved, and that 
the special assessments are therefore void. Before 
addressing that argument, however, we are faced 
with the City’s contention that the question is not 
properly raised. This contention is based both on 
the claim that this petition in error was not timely 
filed, and that there is no support in the record for 
the plaintiffs’ claim that West ‘‘E’’ was already 
paved. 

On March 7, 1972, the city council passed a resolu- 
tion creating street improvements Nos. 125 through 
132 and finding that ‘‘it is necessary and advisable that 
the City, under the authority granted by Sections 18- 
2001 to 18-2003 inclusive, Reissue Revised Statutes of 
Nebraska, 1943 as amended, cause the following un- 
paved streets * * * to be improved by grading, curb- 
ing, guttering and paving, together with necessary 
appurtenances, to-wit: * * * West ‘E’ Street from 
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the existing pavement at Buffalo Bill Avenue ex- 
tending west to Bay Tree Avenue which improve- 
ment shall be known as Street Improvement No. 131.” 

No notice was given to the affected property own- 
ers at this time and none was required by the stat- 
ute. In the months following, bids on the project 
were let, one was accepted, and some time prior to 
May 15, 1973, the work on West ‘‘E’’ Street was com- 
pleted. On that date, the city council accepted the 
work and, pursuant to section 16-707, R. R. S. 1943, 
published notice that the council would sit as a board 
of equalization on June 5, 1973. Counsel for the plain- 
tiffs appeared at the June 5, 1973, meeting and pro- 
tested the proposed special assessments. Because 
of the protest, the council (quoting from the coun- 
cil’s minutes) voted ‘‘to hold the matter of the assess- 
ment of Street Improvement District No. 131 and re- 
turn it to the Public Works Committee for a report 
back at the next regular Council meeting.’’ On 
August 7, 1973, the council voted that ‘‘Street Im- 
provement District No. 131 be assessed as presented 
to the Council on June 5, 1973.’’ This petition in 
error was filed on September 6, 1973. 

Error proceedings must be commenced within 1 
month from rendition of the judgment or final order. 
§ 25-1931, R. R. S. 1943. The City concedes that this 
action was commenced within 1 month of the order 
by the city council, sitting as a board of equalization, 
levying the assessments complained of. It contends, 
however, that the board of equalization order is not 
the ‘‘judgment or final order’’ of which plaintiffs are 
actually complaining. The factual finding that West 
‘‘E’”’ Street could be improved under the ‘‘gap and 
extend’”’ law was made, so the argument goes, when 
the council first ordered the improvements on 
March 7, 1972. The board of equalization did not 
have the authority to determine whether West ‘‘H”’ 
Street was a paved street or a continuation of a paved 
street. In other words, the alleged errors complained 
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of in this suit were made at that 1972 council meet- 
ing, and this petition was filed 1144 years too late. 
For two reasons, we think this argument cannot be 
sustained. 

First, we are cited no cases and, after extensive 
search, find none which say the power of a board of 
equalization is so limited. Instead, we find the 
familiar rule that, in the execution of the power to 
tax, the taxing officers must be able to show legisla- 
tive authority for every levy of taxes. See Loup 
County v. Rumbaugh, 151 Neb. 563, 38 N. W. 2d 745. 

Second, we doubt that the ‘‘gap and extend’’ law 
would pass constitutional muster if the City’s inter- 
pretation was followed. It is constitutionally re- 
quired that there be notice to the property owners 
of a special assessment and an opportunity to con- 
test not only its amount but also its validity before 
the assessment becomes a charge on the property. 
First Assembly of God Church v. City of Scottsbluff, 
ante p. 452, 279 N. W. 2d 126. On the other hand, 
‘‘a notice of proceedings merely to determine 
whether the contemplated improvement should be 
made is not required by due process of law, provided 
a hearing upon the assessment itself is afforded.’ 
14 McQuillin, Municipal Corporations, § 38.98, p. 247. 
Thus, no problem of constitutionality is encountered 
if, as plaintiffs argue, the petition in error may be 
filed after appearance before the board of equaliza- 
tion. For the reasons stated, we believe that plain- 
tiffs’ petition in error was timely filed to raise the 
issues presented by this appeal. 

The other element of defendants’ argument that 
the issues are not properly raised is their claim that 
the plaintiffs did not appear before the board of 
equalization and present evidence in support of their 
contentions. We find the record quite clear on the 
matter. The minutes of the June 5, 1973, meeting of 
the city council sitting as a board of equalization 
state: ‘‘Attorney Donald Pederson representing the 
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property owners in Street Improvement District No. 
131 appeared regarding the matter. 

“He stated he had written a letter regarding 
Street Improvement No. 131 dated November 27, 
1972, to Mayor Phares. Said letter to be filed and 
made a part of Street Improvement No. 131 file.’’ 

The defendant City of North Platte argues that the 
letter referred to, which appears in the transcript, 
should not be considered. Without accepting that 
argument, we merely note the record is abundantly 
clear, without the letter, for the minutes go on to 
state: ‘‘He [Mr. Pederson, attorney for the prop- 
erty owners] stated the paving was allowed by reso- 
lution and the property owners were not notified 
until the paving was begun. They felt the action 
should be in keeping with a regular paving district. 
Also the existing paving was torn up and grade of 
the street lowered. He stated State law says once 
the street grade is established it cannot be changed 
without the consent of the landowner. 

‘‘He felt the people had not received special bene- 
fit and that the Council has failed to meet the condi- 
tions precedent, that the Council should not levy an 
assessment against this property involved and the 
paving district should be abandoned. 

“City Engineer Jack Carlson stated the reason for 
replacing the paving was that the existing paving 
did not meet city standards, such as grade, not wide 
enough or safe enough. It was part of the city’s 
street improvement program. 

‘“‘Mayor Phares stated following Mr. Pederson’s 
letter of November 17, 1972, the City Attorney re- 
viewed the letter and the fiscal agent and bond coun- 
sel also reviewed the matter. The Engineering 
Committee, City Attorney, Mr. Pederson and City 
Engineer also met on the matter. 

‘Mr. Claude Faulkner of 420 Buffalo Bill spoke 
regarding the notification of property owners in 
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the district.’’” (Emphasis supplied. ) 

The matter was held over and referred back to the 
committee on public works. At the meeting on 
August 7, 1973, the minutes reflect: ‘‘Councilman 
Schell stated that it was the recommendation of the 
Public Works Committee to assess Street Improve- 
ment District No. 131 as presented to the Council on 
June 5, 1973. He stated they had been asked to con- 
fer with the bonding company with regard to this 
matter which was done. * * * Councilman Schell 
moved and Councilman Miller seconded the motion 
that Street Improvement District No. 131 be assessed 
as presented to the Council on June 5, 1973. All Coun- 
cilmen present voted ‘AYE.’ ”’ 

From the record, it is apparent that the property 
owners, by their attorney, testified that West ‘‘k”’ 
was paved prior to the improvements in question. 
That fact was not contested; in fact, we think the 
minutes fairly reflect that it was conceded. When 
the council voted to levy the assessments, it had no 
doubt that the section was already paved. It was 
acting instead on its legal opinion that this fact did 
not preclude special assessment under the ‘‘gap and 
extend” law. If it was incorrect in that opinion, the 
error of law may properly be corrected by petition 
in error. 

We come, then, to the question which lies at the 
heart of this action. May a city of the first class, 
using the procedure provided in sections 18-2001 to 
18-2003, R. R. S. 1943, repave or replace a street 
section already covered with a hard surface? The 
plaintiffs claim that it may not, that procedure being 
available only for a previously unpaved section. We 
agree. 

The question of whether the term ‘‘pave’’ can in- 
clude repaving has been answered both ways by 
courts of other jurisdictions. See, for example, Loe- 
wenbach v. Milwaukee, 139 Wis. 49, 119 N. W. 888, 
holding that ‘‘paving’’ was just as applicable to a 
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second or third construction as to the first, and Ter- 
rill v. City of Lawrence, 193 Kan. 229, 392 P. 2d 909, 
reaching a contrary view. The cases are not much 
help, in any event, because the decision is always 
made with a view to the purpose and language of the 
particular statute or covenant involved. 

We turn then to an examination of Nebraska’s 
street improvement statutes. A city of the first 
class desiring to specially assess abutting property 
for the cost of street improvements must generally 
rely on one of three procedures. Two of the methods 
involve the formal creation of street improvement 
districts. Under the ‘‘objection method,” the street 
improvement district is created by ordinance of the 
mayor and city council. Notice must then be pub- 
lished one time each week for 20 days. If written 
objections to the district or the work are filed by the 
owners of more than 50 percent of the front footage 
of the affected property, the ordinance is repealed; 
otherwise bids will be let, the work will be done, and 
cost of the improvements will be assessed according 
to benefits received. §§ 16-619 to 16-622, R. R. S. 
1943. Under the ‘‘petition method,’’ the street im- 
provement district must be created if the owners of 
‘three-fourths of the front footage’’ of the property 
along a street petition therefor. The district is cre- 
ated, the work is done, and the costs are assessed in 
the same manner as under the objection method. 
§ 16-624, R. R. S. 1943. Neither of those methods are 
involved here, but they are instructive on the use 
and scope of the third, or ‘‘gap and extend’’ method. 
The important thing to note is that both of the first 
two methods are of long standing, having been avail- 
able since at least 1917, and that both require ap- 
proval, or at least the acquiescence of the affected 
property owners in the proposed improvement and 
the resultant assessment. 

The ‘‘gap and extend’’ law requires no approval 
by the property owners. But both the lan- 
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guage of the statute and its legislative history indi- 
cate that it is an exception to the rule, and that the 
exception is a limited one. Section 18-2001, R. R. 8. 
1943, provides that: ‘‘Any city or village may, with- 
out petition or creating a street improvement dis- 
trict, grade, curb, gutter and pave any portion of a 
street otherwise paved so as to make one continuous 
paved street, but the portion to be so improved shall 
not exceed two blocks including intersections or 
thirteen hundred and twenty-five feet whichever is 
the lesser, and such city or village may also grade, 
curb, gutter and pave any unpaved street or alley 
which intersects a paved street for a distance of not 
to exceed one block on either side of such paved 
street.’’ (Emphasis supplied. ) 

Section 18-2003, R. R. S. 1948, authorizes the special 
assessments for the improvements made pursuant 
to section 18-2001, R. R. 8. 1943. 

The ‘‘gap and extend”’ law was introduced as L.B. 
243 in 1963. At that time, street improvement dis- 
tricts had long been utilized. The following is the in- 
troducer’s statement of intent: ‘‘Hard surface pav- 
ing in most cities and villages was constructed one 
district at a time and consequently there are fre- 
quently gaps in municipal paving systems of one or 
two blocks and due to the owner’s unwillingness to 
cooperate in completing this improvement, it re- 
mains a traffic hazard as well as remaining an in- 
completed improvement.’’ Senator Albert A. Kjar, 
quoted by way of explanation in Committee on Pub- 
lic Works, Statement on L.B. 243, 1963. 

It is clear that the Legislature expected the ‘‘gap 
and extend’’ procedure to be used only in the case of 
a section which was not otherwise paved. Neither 
the City nor this court is free to expand this intent to 
include a section which is paved but not up to stand- 
ards — standards which the City is free to set. The 
legislative power and authority delegated to a city to 
construct local improvements and levy assessments 
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for payments thereof is to be strictly construed, and 
every reasonable doubt as to the extent or limitation 
of such power and authority is resolved against the 
city and in favor of the taxpayer. See Matzke v. 
City of Seward, 193 Neb. 211, 226 N. W. 2d 340. 

Although it is less than clear, we think this rule of 
strict construction also rules out the City’s argument 
that an assessment for curbing and guttering may 
stand even though the assessment for paving is void. 
Referring again to the statute, it permits the City to 
“curb, gutter and pave any portion of a street other- 
wise paved.’’ (Emphasis supplied.) § 18-2001, R. R. 
S. 1943. The Legislature could have reached the re- 
sult argued for by the defendants by allowing the 
City to ‘‘curb, gutter and pave any portion of a street 
otherwise curbed, guttered, or paved.’’ It appears 
the words ‘‘curb”’ and ‘‘gutter’’ were put in in recog- 
nition of the strict construction rule, i.e., to make it 
clear that the improvement which the statute allows 
need not be limited to a flattop road. This does not 
change the fact that none of the improvements may 
be made under this method on a section which is al- 
ready paved. The City, having failed to comply 
with the requisites of the various statutes authoriz- 
ing special assessments, was without authority to 
make the levy in question. 

The City argues, however, that the plaintiffs, hav- 
ing seen the work in progress and accepting the bene- 
fits, are now estopped to protest the special assess- 
ments. It must be remembered, though, that no no- 
tice was given to the property owners prior to the 
commencement of work. In any event, ‘‘We have 
held in numerous cases, where special assessments 
against property to pay the cost of paving are void, 
knowledge of the proceedings and of the construc- 
tion of the improvement will not estop the owner 
from avoiding liability therefor, and they cannot be 
enforced solely on the ground of the benefits of the 
improvements to the owners of abutting lots or 
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lands. Harmon v. City of Omaha, 53 Neb. 164, 73 N. 
W. 671; Leavitt v. Bell, 55 Neb. 57, 75 N. W. 524; 
Batty v. City of Hastings, 63 Neb. 26, 88 N. W. 139; 
Henderson v. City of South Omaha, 60 Neb. 125, 82 N. 
W. 315; John v. Connell, 61 Neb. 267, 85 N. W. 82; 
Morse v. City of Omaha, 67 Neb. 426, 93 N. W. 734.”’ 
City of McCook v. Red Willow County, 133 Neb. 380, 
275 N. W. 396. 

The plaintiffs also argue that the grade of the 
street was changed in disregard of section 16-615, R. 
R. S. 1943. Without comment on any action they 
may have for damages, we simply state that the rec- 
ord does not adequately reflect that there was a 
change in grade nor that any damages were sus- 
tained. 

The special assessment being void for the reasons 
stated, the order dismissing the plaintiffs’ petition is 
reversed. 

REVERSED. 


STATE OF NEBRASKA, APPELLEE, V. GEORGE C. CHIPPS, 
APPELLANT. 
279 N. W. 2d 874 


Filed June 12, 1979. No. 42297. 


Post Conviction: Right to Counsel: Appeal and Error: New Trial. 
In a post conviction proceeding where the evidence establishes a 
denial or infringement of the right to counsel which occurred only 
at the appeal stage of the former criminal proceedings, the Dis- 
trict Court has jurisdiction and power to grant a new direct appeal 
without granting a new trial or setting aside the original convic- 
tion and sentence. 


Appeal from the District Court for Buffalo County: 
DEWAYNE Wo Lr, Judge. Affirmed. 


Donald J. Loftus, for appellant. 


Paul L. Douglas, Attorney General, and Robert F. 
Bartle, for appellee. 
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Heard before Krivosua, C. J., BosLauGH, McCown, 
CLINTON, BRODKEY, WHITE, and Hastincs, JJ. 


McCown, J. 

The defendant, George C. Chipps, filed a petition 
for post conviction relief seeking to vacate and set 
aside a judgment and sentence of 1 to 3 years im- 
prisonment following his conviction on a charge of 
shooting with intent to kill, wound, or maim. Fol- 
lowing an evidentiary hearing on May 24, 1978, the 
District Court denied the motion for post conviction 
relief. On June 12, 1978, the District Court appointed 
counsel for the defendant. On July 6, 1978, after a 
hearing on a motion for new trial, the District Court 
vacated its order denying post conviction relief and 
granted the defendant a new direct appeal from his 
criminal conviction and sentence, without vacating 
and setting aside the original conviction and sen- 
tence. 

The former direct appeal was dismissed by this 
court September 16, 1977, on the ground that the de- 
fendant’s motion for new trial was filed out of time. 
The District Court, in the current proceeding, 
granted the defendant a new direct appeal from his 
conviction on the charge of shooting with intent to 
kill, wound, or maim. The defendant also appeals 
from the order of the District Court in the post con- 
viction action upon the ground that the granting of a 
new direct appeal was insufficient and the District 
Court should have set aside his conviction and sen- 
tence and granted a new trial. We consider both ap- 
peals. 

Briefly summarized, the evidence at defendant’s 
trial established that in November 1975, after 30 
years of marriage, the defendant moved out of the 
residence occupied by him and his wife in Ravenna, 
Nebraska. They lived separately thereafter. Early 
in the morning of July 28, 1976, the defendant’s wife 
received a telephone call from the defendant. At 
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about 4 a.m., she heard a knock on the door and 
went to see who was there. The door was locked but 
the top half of the door was glass. The defendant, 
standing outside, asked to be let in but his wife re- 
fused. The defendant lifted his hand which was cov- 
ered by a paper sack. Sparks flew from the paper 
sack, and the defendant’s wife was shot in the right 
breast. She ran out the back door, heard another 
shot as she ran, went to the neighbor’s house, and an 
ambulance was called. Police officers arrived at 
the house shortly afterwards and found the defend- 
ant inside the house. A _ .38-caliber revolver was 
found on a shelf in the bedroom closet. Two bullets 
were found imbedded in the house walls. Both bul- 
lets had been fired from the revolver. The paper 
bag, through which the gun had been fired, was also 
found at the scene. 

The defendant admitted firing the shots, but his 
defense was that the shooting of his wife was acci- 
dental. His version was that he took the gun and 
shells to his wife’s house because he wanted her to 
have them for protection. He testified that he had 
the gun and shells in a paper sack, and that he acci- 
dentally dropped the sack outside the door. When 
he picked it up he hit the screen door with it, causing 
the gun to accidentally discharge. When he realized 
that his wife had been shot, he shot at the lock on the 
door in an attempt to get in and help her. When that 
attempt was unsuccessful, he broke the window on 
the top half of the door, reached in, and unlocked the 
door. He denied that he ever had any intention to 
shoot, kill, or wound his wife. 

The only eyewitnesses were the defendant and his 
wife. Several persons testified that they did not be- 
lieve the defendant would ever intentionally harm 
his wife. Two witnesses also testified that after the 
shooting the defendant’s wife had told them the 
shooting was an accident, and that the defendant 
would not shoot her intentionally. There was other 
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testimony, however, that the defendant had been 
abusive to his wife in the past, and that he had at 
one time attempted to strangle her when he had 
been drinking. There was evidence that he had 
been drinking on the night of the shooting. 

The jury found the defendant guilty. After a pre- 
sentence investigation, he was sentenced to not less 
than 1 nor more than 3 years imprisonment. De- 
fendant’s motion for new trial asserted that the ver- 
dict was contrary to the evidence, and also alleged 
prejudicial conduct on the part of the county attor- 
ney in communicating nonverbally with the com- 
plaining witness during the defendant’s testimony. 

The evidence is clearly more than sufficient to 
support the jury’s verdict. There is likewise no evi- 
dence in the bill of exceptions of the criminal trial to 
support the allegations of misconduct of the county 
attorney. Affidavits were filed in the motion for 
new trial alleging that such conduct was observed 
by the jury. In the post conviction evidentiary hear- 
ing extensive evidence was taken with respect to the 
allegations of misconduct on the part of the county 
attorney. Rather than supporting the claims of the 
defendant, the record establishes, by the testimony 
of the court reporter, deputy clerks of the District 
Court, the prosecution attorney, and the defense at- 
torney, that the allegations were unsupportable. The 
findings by the District Court in the post conviction 
action confirm that determination. The direct crim- 
inal appeal might well be termed frivolous. 

The defendant’s allegations in the post conviction 
proceeding, aside from the allegations as to the mis- 
conduct of the prosecuting attorney at the trial, 
dealt entirely with alleged incompetence of trial 
counsel. There were 14 witnesses called at the evi- 
dentiary hearing and the record contains almost 140 
pages of testimony. The District Court found the 
evidence was clear and convincing that the defend- 
ant had the benefit of the effective assistance of coun- 
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sel at all stages of the trial proceedings. That find- 
ing is fully supported by the record. 

The District Court also found that by reason of the 
failure to file a motion for new trial within time, the 
defendant was deprived of his right to appeal. The 
court therefore granted the direct appeal which we 
have previously discussed. The defendant’s argu- 
ment that he is entitled to have the judgment and 
sentence set aside and to have a new trial merely 
because of the loss of the right of direct appeal is an- 
swered by State v. Blunt, 197 Neb. 82, 246 N. W. 2d 
727. In that case we held: ‘‘In a post conviction 
proceeding where the evidence establishes a denial 
or infringement of the right to counsel which occurred 
only at the appeal stage of the former criminal pro- 
ceedings, the District Court has jurisdiction and 
power to grant a new direct appeal without granting 
a new trial or setting aside the original conviction 
and sentence.’’ That case is controlling here. 

On the direct appeal from the original conviction 
and sentence for shooting with intent to kill, wound, 
or maim, the conviction and sentence is affirmed. 
In the post conviction proceeding, the judgment of 
the District Court is affirmed in all respects. 

AFFIRMED. 


MrrcuH RIKER, APPELLANT, V. JOSEPH C, VITEK, 
DIRECTOR OF CORRECTIONAL SERVICES, APPELLEE. 
279 N. W. 2d 876 


Filed June 12, 1979. No. 42349. 


1. Criminal Law: Prisoners: Due Process. Since prisoners in 
Nebraska can only lose good-time credits if they are guilty of ser- 
ious misconduct, the determination of whether such behavior has 
occurred becomes critical, and the minimum requirements of 
procedural due process appropriate for the circumstances must be 
observed. 

2. Criminal Law: Probation and Parole: Due Process. Before a 
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parolee’s liberty can be taken and his parole revoked, certain 
minimal due process requirements need be met. They are: (1) A 
written notice of the claimed parole violation; (2) disclosure to 
the parolee of evidence against him; (3) an opportunity to be 
heard in person and to present witnesses and documentary evi- 
dence; (4) the right to confront and cross-examine adverse wit- 
nesses (unless the hearing officer specifically finds good cause for 
not allowing confrontation); (5) a neutral and detached hearing 
body such as a traditional parole board, members of which need 
not be judicial officers or lawyers; and (6) a written statement by 
the fact finders as to the evidence relied on and the reasons for 
hevoking the parole. 

3. : . Once the seriousness of the misconduct of 
a patulse has been disposed of and the individual has been afforded 
his minimal due process with regard to that determination, then the 
remaining statutory provisions may properly be imposed. 


Appeal from the District Court for Lancaster 
County: Wi~uiam C. Hastines, Judge. Reversed 
and remanded with instructions. 


Dennis R. Keefe, Lancaster County Public Defend- 
er, and Richard L. Goos, for appellant. 


Paul L. Douglas, Attorney General, and J. Kirk 
Brown, for appellee. 


Heard before Krivosna, C. J., BoSLauGH, McCown, 
CLINTON, BRODKEY, and WHITE, JJ. 


KRIVOSHA, C. J. 

This matter comes to us by reason of the appellant 
having filed an application for writ of habeas corpus 
in the District Court for Lancaster County, Nebraska. 
At the time of the filing of the application, the appel- 
lant was confined to the Nebraska Penal and Correc- 
tional Complex. Appellant maintained that he was 
being illegally and unlawfully confined to the Ne- 
braska Penal and Correctional Complex in that when 
taking into account the accumulation of statutory 
good time, as provided by section 83-1,107, R. R. 8. 
1948, and meritorious good time, as provided by sec- 
tion 83-1,107.01, R. R. S. 1948, appellant had served 
his maximum sentence and should therefore be re- 
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leased. Further, the appellant claimed that the 
good time had been illegally taken from him without 
affording him the requisite due process and that the 
good time must therefore be considered in determin- 
ing whether the appellant had, in fact, served his full 
sentence. 

After hearing, the trial court concluded that, in 
fact, the appellant had not been afforded all of the 
necessary requirements set forth in the decision of 
the Supreme Court of the United States in the case of 
Wolff v. McDonnell, 418 U. S. 539, 94 S. Ct. 2963, 41 L. 
Ed. 2d 935, in that appellant had not been advised 
that if his parole was revoked he might lose his good 
time as provided in sections 83-1,107 and 83-1,107.01, 
R. R. S. 1943. Therefore, the court ordered that un- 
less appellant was granted an appropriate hearing 
on the question of the forfeiture of his good time 
within 30 days of the date of the court order, appel- 
lant should stand discharged. Appellant has ap- 
pealed maintaining that in view of the court’s find- 
ing that he was denied his due process, his release 
cannot be delayed and the defects cannot be cured 
by ordering a subsequent hearing. 

We have now examined the record, scant as it 
may be, and have concluded that the trial court was 
in error in finding appellant’s due process rights had 
been violated. As will be set out in further detail, 
the record discloses that appellant was afforded all 
of his required due process, and therefore we find 
the decision of the trial court should be reversed and 
the matter remanded with instructions to dismiss 
the application for a writ of habeas corpus. 

The material facts in this case are virtually with- 
out dispute. The record discloses that appellant was 
originally sentenced to the Nebraska Penal and Cor- 
rectional Complex by the District Court for Hall 
County, Nebraska, on September 17, 1975, for a term 
of 2 to 4 years on two counts of forgery. On July 6, 
1977, the appellant was granted a parole, having 
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served his minimum sentence, taking into account 
the then earned good time. On September 30, 1977, 
appellant was charged with possession of stolen 
goods in the municipal court of Lincoln, Nebraska, 
and did then enter a plea of guilty to the charge. On 
October 6, 1977, a preliminary hearing was held to 
determine whether probable cause existed to re- 
voke the appellant’s parole. At that time probable 
cause was determined to exist and the appellant was 
ordered to a further hearing. 

Exhibit 4 was offered in evidence without objec- 
tion. It consists of a letter from the Board of Parole 
to the Director of the Department of Correctional 
Services, and sets out in detail much of the facts as 
we have related them here. The letter of October 
18, 1977, (exhibit 4) recites that a further hearing 
was held on October 18, 1977, at which time it was 
the unanimous vote of the Board of Parole to revoke 
appellant’s parole and recommend forfeiture of good 
time awarded him, pursuant to the provisions of sec- 
tions 83-1,107 and 83-1,107.01, R. R. S. 1943. The let- 
ter further discloses that the documents which the 
Board of Parole used in making its decision to re- 
voke parole were enclosed with exhibit 4 when it was 
delivered to the Director of the Department of Cor- 
rectional Services. Moreover, at the hearing held in 
the District Court for Lancaster County, Nebraska, 
on August 28, 1978, appellant admitted that he had 
received notice of a parole revocation hearing, pre- 
sumably the one held on October 18, 1977. 

Under the provisions of sections 83-1,107 and 83- 
1,107.01, R. R. S. 1943, an offender, while in the cus- 
tody of the Board of Parole, may suffer the for- 
feiture of good time previously received after the of- 
fender has been consulted regarding the charges of 
misconduct or breach of the conditions of his parole. 
In addition, the Board of Parole may recommend to 
the Director of Correctional Services that good time 
be forfeited. 
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Following the hearing on the revocation of appel- 
lant’s parole, appellant took no further action and 
was returned to the Nebraska Penal and Correctional 
Complex where he proceeded to again serve his sen- 
tence. When he had concluded serving that time 
which he computed was sufficient, taking into ac- 
count all of the good time previously earned, he filed 
his application for a writ of habeas corpus. 

Appellant does not maintain that he did not re- 
ceive due process with regard to the hearing on 
whether his parole should be revoked or on the ques- 
tion of whether his misconduct was sufficiently ser- 
ious to result in the revocation. His complaint, 
rather, is that he was never advised or made aware 
of the provisions of sections 83-1,107 and 83-1,107.01, 
R. R. S. 1943, and therefore he was denied his due 
process as required by the Supreme Court of the 
United States in the McDonnell decision. 

We have carefully read the McDonnell case, as 
well as the following two decisions of the Supreme 
Court of the United States in the parole, probation, 
and good-time trilogy. Morrissey v. Brewer, 408 U. 
S. 471, 92 S. Ct. 2593, 33 L. Ed. 2d 484; Gagnon v. 
Scarpelli, 411 U. 8. 778, 93 S. Ct. 1756, 36 L. Ed. 2d 
656. A careful reading of those three decisions fails 
to disclose any legal support for appellant’s position. 

The McDonnell case was not a case involving the 
revocation of parole or probation. Rather, McDon- 
nell was a class action brought by inmates of the Ne- 
braska Penal and Correctional Complex maintaining 
their civil rights were being violated in that their 
good time was being taken away without them being 
afforded an opportunity for a hearing on whether 
the misconduct was sufficiently serious as to justify 
such disciplinary action. The reason for that result 
was due to the fact the State had previously promul- 
gated rules concerning discipline within the Ne- 
braska Penal and Correctional Complex. Not all 
misconduct by a prisoner resulted in the revocation 
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of good time. Only that misconduct which was de- 
termined to be serious misconduct might result in 
the revocation of good time. 

In McDonnell the Supreme Court of the United 
States, speaking through Mr. Justice White, specifi- 
cally found: ‘‘Since prisoners in Nebraska can only 
lose good-time credits if they are guilty of serious 
misconduct, the determination of whether such be- 
havior has occurred becomes critical, and the mini- 
mum requirements of procedural due process appro- 
priate for the circumstances must be observed.”’ 
(Emphasis supplied.) 

It should be kept in mind and we note, however, 
that what the United States Supreme Court was ad- 
dressing was a hearing to determine the seriousness 
of the misconduct and not the ultimate revocation of 
good time. 

In the McDonnell case the inmates were arguing 
that the requirements of the Morrissey case were 
likewise required to be followed in the McDonnell 
situation. The United States Supreme Court, how- 
ever, rejected that contention, saying: ‘‘We agree 
with neither petitioners nor the Court of Appeals: 
the Nebraska procedures are in some respects con- 
stitutionally deficient but the Morrissey-Scarpelli 
procedures need not in all respects be followed in 
disciplinary cases in state prisons.”’ 

The United States Supreme Court then concluded 
the McDonnell decision by decreeing that in disci- 
plinary hearings within the Nebraska Penal and Cor- 
rectional Complex the following due process must be 
afforded a prisoner: (1) Advance written notice of 
charges must be given to the disciplinary action in- 
mate no less than 24 hours before his appearance be- 
fore the adjustment committee; (2) there must bea 
“written statement”’ by the fact finders as to the evi- 
dence relied on and reasons for the disciplinary ac- 
tion; (3) the inmate should be allowed to call wit- 
nesses and present documentary evidence in his de- 
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fense if permitting him to do so will not jeopardize 
institutional safety or correctional goals; (4) the in- 
mate has no constitutional right to confrontation and 
cross-examination in prison disciplinary proceed- 
ings, such procedures in the current environment, 
where prison disruption remains a serious concern, 
being discretionary with the prison officials; and 
(5) inmates have no right to retained or appointed 
counsel in such proceedings, although counsel sub- 
stitutes should be provided in certain cases. 

Nowhere in the McDonnell decision is there any in- 
dication that either a separate hearing or a combined 
hearing must be held as to the penalties to be im- 
posed. The hearing which must be held under the 
McDonnell decision is with regard to the seriousness 
of the misconduct. The record in this case makes it 
quite clear that a full and adequate hearing with 
regard to the seriousness of the misconduct, to wit, 
pleading guilty to a charge of possession of stolen 
property while on parole, was in fact held, notice 
was given, and a written report made. 

While both the Morrissey and Scarpelli decisions 
involve situations more closely akin to the case at 
bar, to wit, revocation of parole and revocation of 
probation, they likewise make no requirement for a 
specific notice or hearing with regard to the ulti- 
mate penalties to be imposed. Morrissey held that 
before one’s liberty could be taken and his parole re- 
voked, certain minimal due process requirements 
need be met. They were: (1) A written notice of 
the claimed parole violation; (2) disclosure to the 
parolee of evidence against him; (3) an opportunity 
to be heard in person and to present witnesses and 
documentary evidence; (4) the right to confront 
and cross-examine adverse witnesses (unless the 
hearing officer specifically finds good cause for not 
allowing confrontation); (5) a neutral and detached 
hearing body such as a traditional parole board, 
members of which need not be judicial officers or 
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lawyers; and (6) a written statement by the fact- 
finders as to the evidence relied on and the reasons 
for revoking the parole. Again, there is no indica- 
tion in the Morrissey case that a specific hearing on 
the penalty must be held. Once the seriousness of 
the misconduct has been disposed of and the individ- 
ual has been afforded his minimal due process with 
regard to that determination, then the remaining 
statutory provisions may properly be imposed. 

Numerous cases can be found wherein the courts 
of all jurisdictions have held that under the appli- 
cable good-time statutes, the grant or denial of an 
allowance of credits for good conduct is discretion- 
ary with the proper authorities and constitutes a 
matter of grace rather than a matter of right. Fora 
detailed collection of these cases, see 95 A. L. R. 2d 
1265. Nothing in either the Morrissey, Scarpelli, or 
McDonnell decisions has in any way affected those 
determinations. 

Nowhere in this record has the appellant, who has 
the burden of proving he is being illegally or unlaw- 
fully detained, presented evidence to show such to 
be the case. Appellant has made no argument nor 
produced any evidence that the hearing with regard 
to the revocation of his parole was in any manner in 
violation of his due process rights or the require- 
ments of Morrissey, Scarpelli, and McDonnell. His 
claim as noted originally is simply that no one told 
him he would lose his good time, if it were found that 
his misconduct was serious. We are unable to find, 
nor has any authority been cited to us, wherein such 
a requirement exists. The statutes of the State of 
Nebraska grant the Board of Parole absolute discre- 
tion with regard to forfeiting, withdrawing, or re- 
storing good time when it is determined that miscon- 
duct has occurred. It appearing therefore that the 
appellant did, in fact, receive all of his required due 
process and he is not therefore being illegally or un- 
lawfully detained, his application for a writ of ha- 


VOL. 203] JANUARY TERM, 1979 727 


Redding v. Gibbs 


beas corpus should have been denied. See Pruitt v. 
Parratt, 197 Neb. 854, 251 N. W. 2d 179. Accordingly, 
the judgment of the trial court is hereby reversed 
with directions to dismiss the application of the ap- 
pellant. 
REVERSED AND REMANDED WITH 
INSTRUCTIONS. 


DALE REDDING, APPELLANT, V. AUDRA GIBBS ET AL., 
APPELLEES. 
280 N. W. 2d 53 


Filed June 19, 1979. No. 41908. 


1. Statutes: Parties. Under section 25-301, R. R. S. 1943, every ac- 
tion must be prosecuted in the name of the real party in interest, 
except as otherwise provided in section 25-304, R. R. S. 1943. 

2. Judgments: Parties: Res Judicata. In ascertaining whether the 
plaintiff is the real party in interest, the primary and fundamental 
test to be applied is whether the prosecution of the action will save 
the defendant from further harassment or vexation at the hands of 
other claimants to the same demand. If the defendant is not cut off 
from any just defense, offset, or counterclaim against the demand 
-and a judgment in behalf of the party suing will fully protect him 
when discharged, then is his concern at an end. 

3. Mortgages: Assignments: Foreclosure: Parties. Where the 
mortgagee has made an assignment of the mortgage, and the as- 
signee has not reassigned or redelivered it to the mortgagee at the 
time a foreclosure action is commenced by the mortgagee, the 
mortgagee is not the real party in interest to bring the action. 

4. Mortgages: Equity: Default. A court of equity has the power to 
relieve a mortgagor from the effect of an operative acceleration 
clause when the default of the mortgagor is the result of some un- 
conscionable or inequitable conduct of the mortgagee. 

5. Mortgages: Equity: Default: Foreclosure. Equity will grant re- 

lief to prevent an acceleration of a mortgage debt predicated on an 

inadvertent default where there are indications that the mortgagee 
had knowledge of the default and, subsequent to the expiration of 
the grace period, in personal dealings with the mortgagor failed to 
inquire about the delayed payment but immediately thereafter 
brought an action to foreclose. 

: : : When an advantage is uncon- 
scionable depends on the circumstances. The gravity of the fault 
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must be compared with the gravity of the hardship. ‘‘Unconscion- 
able’ conduct means conduct that is monstrously harsh, that is 
shocking to the conscience. 


Appeal from the District Court for Sioux County: 
RoBERT R. Moran, Judge. Affirmed. 


True R. Ferguson of Atkins, Ferguson, Hahn & 
Zimmerman, for appellant. 


John F. Wright of Wright & Simmons, for appel- 
lees. 


Heard before Krivosua, C. J., McCown, and 
Bropkey, JJ., and RiIcHLING and C.uarkK, District 
Judges. 


BRODKEY, J. 

Plaintiff, Dale Redding, appeals from a decree en- 
tered by the District Court for Sioux County dis- 
missing his petition to foreclose a certain mortgage 
upon a ranch which the defendant, Cameron Cattle 
Company, had purchased through mesne convey- 
ances from the original owner, the plaintiff herein. 

Plaintiff Redding was the owner of a ranch located 
in Sioux County which, on June 30, 1967, he sold to 
the original purchaser, Scottsbluff Angus Ranch, 
Inc., later renamed Shalco Land & Cattle Company, 
Inc. As part of that transaction, the purchaser gave 
Redding a purchase money mortgage and a note in 
the amount of $500,000 as partial payment therefor. 
The note and mortgage provided for quarterly pay- 
ments on interest and/or principal to be made on 
March 31, June 30, September 30, and December 31 
of each year thereafter. The note and mortgage 
contained an acceleration clause providing that in 
the event of default in the payment of any install- 
ment due for a period of 60 days from the date the 
same was due, the holder had the option to declare 
the entire balance of the debt due without notice. 
The note also contained a provision permitting both 
the maker and holder at any time to assign or trans- 
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fer all of their rights and obligations under the note 
and mortgage, provided any assignment or transfer 
by the holder would be of the holder’s entire interest 
in both the note and the collateral. 

On July 22, 1971, Redding, as the holder of the 
mortgage on the ranch, assigned all of his interest in 
the mortgage to Wichita Falls Production Credit As- 
sociation, Wichita Falls, Texas, hereinafter referred 
to as Wichita Falls. The purpose of the assignment 
was to secure certain promissory notes executed by 
Redding and his son Paul in connection with a loan 
made to them by Wichita Falls. The assignment 
contained the condition that when those promissory 
notes were paid, the assignment would be void. The 
assignment was recorded in the office of the county 
clerk of Sioux County on August 27, 1971. Wichita 
Falls still retains possession of the assignment, and 
has never cancelled it or reassigned it to Redding. 
The ranch was sold several times thereafter; and 
was subsequently conveyed to the defendant, Cam- 
eron Cattle Company, hereinafter referred to as 
Cameron, who bought the ranch on April 3, 1973, sub- 
ject to the mortgage and note originally given to 
Redding. Shortly after the purchase of the ranch by 
Cameron, Wichita Falls advised Cameron in writing 
that all quarterly payments on the mortgage were to 
be made directly to Redding unless and until Wichita 
Falls gave Cameron at least 30 days notice of a de- 
fault by Redding. It was also stipulated between the 
parties that on May 1, 1973, Redding gave Cameron 
a statement of the principal balance due of $467,500, 
and that the next payment due on the mortgage was 
on June 30, 1973. 

The record reveals that Cameron was anything 
but regular in making the payments on the mort- 
gage. For example, it appears that the first payment 
from Cameron was due on June 30, 1973, but was not 
paid until August 6, 1973, 36 days late. The Septem- 
ber 30, 1973, payment was not paid until November 
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12, 1973, which was 43 days late. The December 31, 
1973, payment was made on February 6, 1974, 37 
days late. The payment due March 31, 1974, was 
paid on May 10, 1974, which was 40 days late. It 
does not appear from the record that any complaint 
was ever made directly to Cameron about his late 
payments, although Redding testified he was dissat- 
isfied with the way Cameron was making his pay- 
ments. Cameron did not tender the payment due on 
June 380, 1974, until September 25, 1974, after Redding 
had commenced his foreclosure action. Darrell 
Cameron, who was the president of Cameron Cattle 
Company, testified that he was under the impression 
that the payment he had made in May 1974 was the 
payment which was due on June 30, 1974. As previ- 
ously stated, both the note and the mortgage con- 
tained a 60-day grace period in which to make each 
quarterly payment after due; and it appears that 
Cameron frequently utilized the additional 60 days to 
make his payments. 

It further appears that on or about June 25, 1974, 
Cameron sold the ranch to Audra Gibbs, who was 
the executive officer of the Gibbs Cattle Company, 
hereinafter referred to as Gibbs. In the contract be- 
tween the parties, Gibbs was given the right to as- 
sume the existing mortgage to Redding, which, as 
previously stated, provided for a 6 percent interest 
rate. It appears from the record that the Scottsbluff 
National Bank was holding a prior security interest 
in the ranch as additional security for indebtedness 
owed to the Bank by Cameron. For the purpose of 
protecting its security interest, the Scottsbluff Na- 
tional Bank, hereinafter referred to as Bank, wrote 
to Redding, advising him the ranch had been sold by 
Cameron to Gibbs. In its letter of June 27, 1974, the 
Bank stated: ‘It is our understanding that the bal- 
ance is now $457,500.00, and that the interest rate is 
6% with payments of $2,500.00 plus interest payable 
quarterly on March 31st, June 30th, September 30th, 
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and December 31st of each year. I would appreci- 
ate confirmation of the balance and payments due.”’ 
(Emphasis supplied.) The plaintiff did not respond 
to the Bank’s request for a confirmation of the bal- 
ance and payments due, although the June 30, 1974, 
payment became due and delinquent. 

The record reveals that on or about August 24, 
1974, Redding visited the ranch and talked to 
Cameron. The conversation was primarily with ref- 
erence to the condition of the grass and the cattle 
market. However, Cameron then informed Redding 
that he had sold the ranch to Gibbs, and that he 
(Cameron) would make the payment due on the 
mortgage on September 30, 1974, and that the Bank 
would make all subsequent payments. Cameron 
testified that he asked the plaintiff ‘‘if everything 
was alright.’’ Cameron testified that Redding re- 
plied: ‘‘Yes, I just wanted to check on the condition 
of the ranch.’’ There were no questions or conver- 
sation concerning the note and mortgage although 
the 60-day grace period for the June 30, 1974, pay- 
ment had nearly expired. Redding testified he knew 
the June 30, 1974, payment had not been made at the 
time he visited with Cameron at the ranch on or 
about August 24, 1974. Redding also testified he was 
dissatisfied with Cameron’s late payments. Plain- 
tiff was asked at the trial: ‘‘Why didn’t you discuss 
this matter with Cameron when you met him at the 
ranch?’’, to which Redding replied: ‘‘I had been 
talking to my attorney, Mr. Ferguson, and asking 
him all the time, what I could do and he said, 
‘There’s not a thing you can do, because you gave 
sixty-days grace,’ * * *.”’ 

Shortly thereafter, on September 19, 1974, Redding 
filed this foreclosure action. After the filing of the 
foreclosure’ action, the Bank sent Redding the de- 
linquent payments which were due June 30, 1974, 
and September 30, 1974. Redding returned both pay- 
ments to the Bank early in October of 1974. On Oc- 
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tober 15, 1974, Cameron directed the Bank to send 
the two checks for the delinquent payments to 
Wichita Falls, the assignee of the mortgage on the 
ranch. Wichita Falls accepted the tendered pay- 
ments, and credited Redding’s account for them, 
and then contacted Redding. Redding instructed 
Wichita Falls to return the payments to the Bank. 
Wichita Falls did so, referring to their previous 
statement that Cameron’s payments were to be 
made directly to Redding unless notice to the con- 
trary was given 30 days in advance. Cameron had 
never previously made the payments to Wichita 
Falls, but had always sent them directly to Redding. 

After trial in the foreclosure action, the trial judge 
on December 20, 1977, sent a letter to the parties, 
which letter appears in the transcript, and reads, in 
part, as follows: ‘‘The plaintiff is not the real party 
in interest. If he is, he is barred under principles of 
equitable estoppel from foreclosing the mortgage. 
Given the letter from the Scottsbluff National Bank 
to which he did not reply and his conference with 
Mr. Cameron at the time the payment was delin- 
quent, I think he had a duty to speak. It would be 
unconscionable to permit foreclosure under these 
circumstances.’’ (Emphasis supplied.) The court 
entered his order to the same effect on December 20, 
1977, and Redding then perfected his appeal to this 
court. For the reasons hereinafter set forth, we af- 
firm the judgment and decree of the District Court. 

In his brief on appeal, Redding makes two princi- 
pal assignments of error. First, he contends the 
District Court erred in finding that the plaintiff was 
not the real party in interest; and second, the Dis- 
trict Court erred in finding that even if the plaintiff 
was the real party in interest, he was equitably 
estopped, by unconscionable conduct, frorn foreclos- 
ing on the mortgage. 

We first address Redding’s contention that he was 
the real party in interest and should have been al- 
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lowed to maintain the foreclosure suit. Section 25- 
301, R. R. S. 1948, provides: ‘‘Every action must be 
prosecuted in the name of the real party in interest, 
except as otherwise provided in section 25-304.” 
Section 25-304, R. R. 8S. 1948, does not provide an ex- 
ception applicable to the instant case. Redding ar- 
gues that his assignment to Wichita Falls was a con- 
ditional assignment for security purposes only, and 
that he should be permitted to prosecute the action 
because Wichita Falls consented that he could do so. 
In support of his contention, counsel for Redding re- 
lies principally on two cases, Greco v. Oregon Mut. 
Fire Ins. Co., 191 Cal. App. 2d 674, 12 Cal. Rptr. 802 
(1961); and Taylor v. Sanford, 203 Cal. App. 2d 330, 
21 Cal. Rptr. 697 (1962). Counsel for Redding has 
cited the above authorities for the proposition that 
when an assignee gives his consent in some form to 
an action brought by the assignor on the chose in 
action, the assignor will be allowed to maintain the 
suit as the real party in interest. In the case of 
State, ex rel. Sorensen v. Nemaha County Bank, 124 
Neb. 883, 248 N. W. 650 (1933), we stated: ‘‘ ‘In as- 
certaining whether the plaintiff is the real party in 
interest, the primary and fundamental test to be ap- 
plied is whether the prosecution of the action will 
save the defendant from further harassment or vex- 
ation at the hands of other claimants to the same de- 
mand. If the defendant is not cut off from any just 
defense, offset, or counterclaim against the demand 
and a judgment in behalf of the party suing will fully 
protect him when discharged, then is his concern at 
an end.’ 2 Bancroft, Code Practice and Remedies, 
1094.”’ See, also, Archer v. Musick, 147 Neb. 1018, 25 
N. W. 2d 908 (1947). 

Redding claims that Wichita Falls has in effect 
consented to this suit, and therefore Redding may 
maintain this suit as the real party in interest. As 
evidence of such consent by Wichita Falls, Redding 
points out the fact that he has always retained the 
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mortgage and note in his possession; and he cites 
authorites in which an assignor was allowed to 
maintain a suit as the real party in interest after the 
assignee reassigned or delivered the note to the as- 
signor, thus evidencing the assignee’s consent to the 
assignor’s bringing the suit. He also argues that 
Wichita Falls has demonstrated its consent to the 
present suit when it authorized all payments on the 
note and mortgage to be made directly to him; and 
also that Wichita Falls returned the June 30, 1974, 
and September 30, 1974, payments it received from 
Cameron after Redding informed Wichita Falls that 
he was foreclosing on the mortgage. 

A similar issue was presented to this court in 
Burns v. Hockett, 91 Neb. 546, 186 N. W. 348 (1912). 
The Burns case was also a foreclosure action which 
this court was rehearing on the basis of the mort- 
gagors’ allegation that the mortgagees had assigned 
their interest in the note and mortgage before the 
suit was instituted. In that case we stated: ‘‘At the 
time mortgagees decided to bring the suit, the note 
and mortgage were in possession of the Union State 
Bank. By formal assignment they were then held as 
collateral security for the payment of a debt owing 
by mortgagees to the bank, but a careful considera- 
tion of all of the evidence requires a finding that the 
bank had surrendered the note and mortgage to 
mortgagees without condition before the action was 
instituted, that they were the legal owners of the se- 
curity when they filed their petition, and that the 
bank had full knowledge of their purpose to foreclose 
the mortgage and of their prosecution of the suit. 
This finding fully justifies the dismissal from which 
mortgagors have appealed. 

“The surrender and the redelivery of the note and 
mortgage to the payees transferred to them the title 
thereto. They were the legal holders of the security 
when they sued mortgagors.’’ In Burns, the bank 
surrendered and redelivered the note and mortgages 
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after first having taken possession of them; and this 
court found that as a result of the redelivery of the 
note and mortgage to the mortgagors, legal title was 
held by the mortgagors at the time their suit was 
commenced. 

In the instant case, however, the mortgage was 
never reassigned to Redding by Wichita Falls, nor 
was there any document from Wichita Falls releas- 
ing the assignment of record or consenting to Red- 
ding’s foreclosing of the mortgage. It is true that in 
this case Redding always retained possession of the 
note and mortgage. However, no affirmative action 
was ever taken by Wichita Falls indicating they 
were consenting to the present suit. The mortgage 
was never delivered to Wichita Falls, although its 
assignment was recorded. We_ conclude that 
Wichita Falls held legal title to the mortgage as a 
result of the assignment at the time the action was 
commenced, and was the proper party to bring the 
law suit. We also point out, however, that under 
section 25-304, R. R. S. 1943, Nebraska has not recog- 
nized ‘‘consent’’ as being an exception to the re- 
quirement under section 25-301, R. R. S. 19438, that 
actions be prosecuted by the real party in interest. 

Redding also contends the District Court erred in 
finding that even if Redding could be considered the 
real party in interest, he is barred upon equitable 
principles from foreclosing the mortgage and that 
under the facts present in the instant case it would 
be inequitable to permit him to do so. The court 
stated: ‘‘Given the letter from Scottsbluff National 
Bank to which he [Redding] did not reply and his 
conference with Mr. Cameron at the time the pay- 
ment was delinquent, I think he had a duty to speak. 
It would be unconscionable to permit foreclosure un- 
der these circumstances.’’ (Emphasis supplied.) 
Redding contends, however, that under the existing 
law of Nebraska, the doctrine of equitable estoppel 
is not applicable. While it may be true that not all 
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the elements of the doctrine of equitable estoppel 
are present in this case, nevertheless we believe the 
facts of this case afford a proper situation where 
equity may afford relief from a technical accelera- 
tion of a mortgage under an acceleration clause be- 
cause of the harsh, oppressive, and unconscionable 
conduct of the mortgagee. The law is well estab- 
lished, and the general rule is stated in an annota- 
tion in 70 A. L. R. 993 et seq. entitled ‘‘Grounds of re- 
lief from acceleration clause in mortgage.’’ The 
general rule is there stated as follows: ‘‘It is held, 
apparently without dissent, that a court of equity has 
the power to relieve a mortgagor from the effect of 
an operative acceleration clause, when the default of 
the mortgagor was the result of some unconscion- 
able or inequitable conduct of the mortgagee.’’ 
Cases from at least 15 jurisdictions are cited to that 
effect in that annotation, including the case of Mor- 
ling v. Bronson, 37 Neb. 608, 56 N. W. 205 (1893). Al- 
though not following the general rule above cited in 
that case, it is clear that, inferentially at least, Ne- 
braska recognizes the general rule, as the court in 
that case stated: ‘‘Courts of equity will sometimes 
interfere to relieve a party who has been betrayed 
by the unconscionable or illegal or fraudulent con- 
duct of another, * * *.’’ See, also, 59 C. J. S., Mort- 
gages, § 495 (6), p. 794 et seq.; Rosenthal, The Role 
of Courts of Equity In Preventing Acceleration 
Predicated Upon a Mortgagor’s Inadvertent Default, 
22 Syracuse Law Rev. 897 (1971). It appears some 
courts have granted relief to prevent acceleration 
predicated on an inadvertent default where there 
were indications the mortgagee had knowledge of 
the default and, subsequent to the expiration of the 
grace period, in personal dealings with the mort- 
gagor had failed to inquire about the delayed pay- 
ment but immediately thereafter brought an action 
to foreclose. Id. at p. 906. 

A case of this nature, factually similar to the in- 
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stant case, is Arizona Coffee Shops, Inc. v. Phoenix 
Downtown Park. Ass’n, 95 Ariz. 98, 387 P. 2d 801 
(1963). In that case the mortgagor missed the 
March 1st payment of principal and interest because 
of the inadvertent error of its bookkeeper who had 
been ill. (The bookkeeper was the wife of the mort- 
gagor’s president.) At the time of the default, the 
defendant had paid $173,500 of principal and interest. 
As a defense, the mortgagor alleged that after the 
March ist payment became due its president bought 
a gift for his wife at the shop owned by the corporate 
mortgagee and, although the mortgagee was ad- 
vised of the bookkeeper’s illness, he made no men- 
tion of the fact that the payment had not been re- 
ceived. The court found nothing in the record to in- 
dicate the mortgagee was prejudiced, and that the 
default was entirely out of proportion to the harsh- 
ness of the plaintiff’s action in declaring the entire 
debt due. In that case the court stated: ‘‘Circum- 
stances may exist where the withholding of the right 
to accelerate by a court of equity is appropriate. 
Were this not true, there would be no occasion for 
the enforcement of equitable doctrines.’’ There the 
mortgagor immediately tendered the overdue pay- 
ments upon learning of the default and commence- 
ment of the foreclosure action, as was done in this 
case. The mortgagor rejected the tendered pay- 
ment. The Arizona Supreme Court stated: ‘It is 
universally held in equity that unconscionable con- 
duct of the mortgagee constitutes a valid defense to 
a mortgage foreclosure.” See, also, Lieberbaum v. 
Surfcomber Hotel Corp., 122 So. 2d 28 (Fla. App., 
1960); Federal Home Loan Mortgage Corp. v. Tay- 
lor, 318 So. 2d 203 (Fla. App., 1975); Domus Realty 
Corp. v. 3440 Realty Co., Inc., 179 Misc. 749, 40 N. Y. 
S. 2d 69 (1943). In Domus the court defined the 
terms ‘‘oppressive’’ and ‘‘unconscionable”’ as fol- 
lows: ‘‘Tested by ordinary definition and by com- 
mon understanding, ‘oppressive’ means conduct that 
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is unjustly burdensome, harsh or merciless and ‘un- 
conscionable’ means conduct that is monstrously 
harsh, that is shocking to the conscience.”’ 

The philosophy or rationale behind the rule allow- 
ing relief on equitable principles was well stated ina 
frequently quoted dissenting opinion by Justice Car- 
dozo in a 1930 New York case, Graf v. Hope Building 
Corp., 254 N. Y. 1, 171 N. E. 884, as follows: ‘‘When 
an advantage is unconscionable depends upon the 
circumstances. It is not unconscionable generally 
to insist that payment shall be made according to 
the letter of the contract. It may be unconscionable 
to insist upon adherence to the letter where the de- 
fault is limited to a trifling balance, where the fail- 
ure to pay the balance is the product of mistake, and 
where the mortgagee indicates by his conduct that 
he appreciates the mistake and has attempted by 
silence and inaction to turn it to his own advantage. 
The holder of this mortgage must have understood 
that he could have his money for the asking. His 
silence, followed, as it was, by immediate suit at the 
first available opportunity, brings conviction to the 
mind that he was avoiding any act that would spur 
the mortgagor to payment. What he did was almost 
as suggestive of that purpose as if he had kept out of 
the way in order to avoid a tender. * * * Demand 
was, indeed, unnecessary to bring the debt to ma- 
turity at law. There is not a technical estoppel. * * * 
The consequence does not follow that, in conditions 
so peculiar, the omission to make demand is without 
_ Significance in equity. Significant it may then be in 
helping the court to a determination whether the 
conduct of a suitor in taking advantage of a default, 
so easily averted and so plainly unintentional, is con- 
sistent with good conscience. * * * True, indeed, it is 
that accident and mistake will often be inadequate 
to supply a basis for the granting or withholding of 
equitable remedies where the consequences to be 
corrected might have been avoided if the victim of 
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the misfortune had ordered his affairs with reason- 
able diligence. * * * The restriction, however, is not 
obdurate, for always the gravity of the fault must be 
compared with the gravity of the hardship. * * * Let 
the hardship be strong enough, and equity will find a 
way, though many a formula of inaction may seem 
to bar the path. * * *.”’ 

In deciding whether or not equitable relief should 
be granted in situations such as this, it is clear the 
gravity of the fault must be weighed against the 
gravity of the hardship. In this case it is clear the 
hardship which would be caused to Cameron, and in- 
cidentally to the Bank, by allowing Redding to fore- 
close the mortgage, would be harsh, oppressive, and 
unconscionable. If Cameron were required to refi- 
nance after foreclosure of the mortgage, in view of 
his written guarantee to Gibbs that he could assume 
a 6 percent mortgage, the financial loss to him 
might very well be disastrous. An officer from the 
Bank testified as follows: ‘‘With the figures I had at 
hand, with any raise in the interest rate, I figured 
one per cent would be about $54,000 additional cost to 
Cameron, which would decrease our equity that 
amount, so if it were increased three per cent, it 
would be a hundred and fifty some thousand. Four 
per cent would be two hundred and some thousand, 
which would decrease our equity ---.’’ 

In this case it is clear Redding knew the property 
had been sold and all the parties were relying on the 
payments being current. He did not advise the 
Bank the payments were not current, even though 
he received a letter from the Bank requesting that 
information. Cameron relied upon Redding’s state- 
ment made to him at the ranch that everything was 
all right, and the Bank relied upon the letter it sent 
to Redding regarding the payments. It is clear all 
of the defendants could and would have made the 
payment immediately if Redding had made demand 
upon them or informed them the payments were 
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late. Although perhaps not legally required to give 
that information to the mortgagor, Redding’s failure 
to make such a demand is not without significance, 
especially in situations where it may appear the de- 
fault was small and the mortgagee had not in the 
past insisted on prompt payment. It appears Cam- 
eron’s failure to make the delinquent payments was 
due to inadvertence. He testified as follows: ‘‘Q. 
Did you have any idea at that time that you were de- 
linquent or about to become delinquent in your June 
30 payment? <A. No, I was under the impression 
that the payment that I made in May was the June 
30 payment. Q. Did you interpret Mr. Redding’s 
response that everything was alright, that there was 
no problems with the payments? * * * A. There was 
nothing said about any payment or anything at all. I 
had no suspicions that anything was wrong with any 
payment. * * * Q. Were you prepared to make the 
June 30 payment at that date? A. Oh, yes, finan- 
cially I was prepared.’’ Redding commenced his 
foreclosure action almost immediately after the run- 
ning of the 60-day grace period. He made no de- 
mand for payment before commencing suit, al- 
though it is clear payment would have been forth- 
coming immediately. Although, technically, he 
may not have been required to demand payment be- 
fore instituting his foreclosure action, nevertheless 
his failure to do so in this situation was clearly 
harsh, oppressive, and unconscionable, and strongly 
suggests that he wished to take advantage of defend- 
ant Cameron’s situation. The equities in this case 
preponderate in favor of the defendants and, in our 
opinion, justify the action of the trial court in dis- 
missing plaintiff’s petition. 

For the reasons set forth above in this opinion, the 
judgment and decree of the lower court must be af- 
firmed. 

AFFIRMED. 


VOL. 203] JANUARY TERM, 1979 741 


Harrigfeld v. Nebraska Liquor Control Commission 


ERnestT D. HARRIGFELD, APPELLANT, v. NEBRASKA 
LIQUOR CONTROL COMMISSION, APPELLEE. 
280 N. W. 2d 61 


Filed June 19, 1979. No. 41939. 


1. Administrative Law: Licenses and Permits: Intoxicating Liq- 
uors. The Nebraska Liquor Control Commission has broad discre- 
tion in determining whether applications for licenses should be 
granted or denied and courts are without authority to interfere with 
that Geer won unless it has been abused. 

2. : . Where the record of the proceedings be- 
fore the Nebraska Liquor Control Commission contains no evidence 
to justify an order, the action must be held to be unreasonable and 
gals 


The facts gathered and the evidence 
taken in this case are sufficient to establish that the order of the 
Nebraska Liquor Control Commission was not unreasonable or ar- 
bitrary. 

4. Appeal and Error. Error may not be predicated upon a ruling 
which excludes evidence unless a substantial right of the party is 
affected and no judgment shall be reversed or affected by reason of 
such error or defect. 


Appeal from the District Court for Dakota County: 
FRancis J. KNEIFL, Judge. Affirmed. 


Norris G. Leamer, for appellant. 


Paul L. Douglas, Attorney General, and Terry R. 
Schaaf, for appellee. 


Heard before BosLauGH, BRODKEY, and WHITE, JJ., 
and SprencerR, Retired Justice, and Coapy, District 
Judge. . 


Coapy, District Judge. 

Ernest Harrigfeld, petitioner-appellant herein, ap- 
plied for a retail beer license from the Nebraska 
Liquor Control Commission, appellee herein and here- 
inafter referred to as the Commission. In accord- 
ance with statutory procedure, the application for 
this rural license was referred to the Dakota County 
board of commissioners. After a hearing with other 
protesting parties present, the county commission- 
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ers unanimously recommended that the license be 
issued. 

Persons against the issuance of said license then 
filed written objections with the Commission setting 
forth, among other things: ‘3. That the road lead- 
ing to applicant’s premises is a long, winding and 
narrow country road with steep ditches along each 
side and several accidents have already occurred 
* * * that the narrow road in question is not suffi- 
cient to allow for heavy traffic.’’ The plaintiff was 
further notified of the time and place of the statutory 
hearing to be had before the Commission due to the 
protest filed. At that hearing, evidence was taken 
and upon completion thereof, the Commission de- 
nied the application because ‘‘protests were filed’’ 
and ‘‘the proposed premises is in an area that would 
be difficult for law enforcement and that the access 
road is long and dangerous and hazardous.”’ 

Petitioner appealed the Commission’s negative de- 
cision to the District Court for Dakota County and 
attempted there to introduce, for the first time, testi- 
mony by three witnesses. The District Court de- 
clined to hear those witnesses, the petitioner made a 
proper offer in regard to their evidence, and the 
case was tried upon the record made before the 
Commission. The District Court affirmed. The pe- 
titioner appeals to this court and we affirm the Dis- 
trict Court. 

This case involves questions raised concerning the 
issuance of a liquor license, as opposed to issues in- 
volved in the revocation or suspension of a license. 

In 1959, the Legislature required that applications 
for liquor licenses be filed with the Commission 
rather than with local authorities. Appeals from 
such applications were taken in accordance with the 
ancestor of section 53-1,116 (8), R. S. Supp., 1978, 
which likewise provided that appeals from the Com- 
mission ‘‘shall be heard and tried de novo in the dis- 
trict court in the manner provided for the trial of 


VoL. 203] JANUARY TERM, 1979 743 


Harrigfeld v. Nebraska Liquor Control Commission 


suits in equity. Additional testimony may be intro- 
duced at the hearing on appeal.’’ Courts were de- 
nied authority to interfere unless there was an abuse 
of discretion by the Commission and the Commis- 
sion’s decisions were to be sustained unless its ac- 
tion is shown to be ‘‘unreasonable or arbitrary.’’ 
Allen v. Nebraska Liquor Control Commission, 179 
Neb. 767, 140 N. W. 2d 413 (1966); City of Lincoln v. 
Nebraska Liquor Control Commission, 181 Neb. 277, 
147 N. W. 2d 803 (1967). The two cited cases so held 
on the facts set forth therein. 

A subsequent case, The Flamingo, Inc. v. Nebras- 
ka Liquor Control Commission, 185 Neb. 22, 173 N. 
W. 2d 369 (1969), concerned a venue question. But 
its language and determination placed suspension 
appeals, as opposed to issuance and revocation ap- 
peals, under section 84-917, R. R. S. 1943. That case 
specifically said, ‘‘Since it is not a revocation, a sus- 
pension is not governed by section 53-1,116 R. R. S. 
1943.’ This decision was followed by subsequent 
cases concerning Chapter 84 or suspension cases. 
See, The 20’s, Inc. v. Nebraska Liquor Control Com- 
mission, 190 Neb. 761, 212 N. W. 2d 344 (1973); 
O’Connor v. Nebraska Liquor Control Commission, 
191 Neb. 486, 215 N. W. 2d 635 (1974); Tri-City Beer 
Co. v. Nebraska Liquor Control Commission, 195 
Neb. 278, 237 N. W. 2d 852 (1976). 

The issuance or revocation cases continued to fol- 
low the Chapter 53 type of appeals. This court ap- 
plied the ‘‘unreasonable or arbitrary’’ test in T & N P 
Co., Inc. v. Nebraska Liquor Control Commission, 
189 Neb. 708, 204 N. W. 2d 809 (1973). Petitioner in 
that case wanted this court to hear the matter de 
novo, but it was said in reference to section 53-1,116, 
R. R. S. 1943, that ‘‘The statutory provision refers to 
the procedure on the trial of the appeal rather than 
the determination of the appeal.’’ This line of cases 
continues in C & L Co. v. Nebraska Liquor Control 
Commission, 190 Neb. 91, 206 N. W. 2d 49 (1973), and 
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Eleven Eighteen Co. v. Nebraska Liquor Control 
Commission, 191 Neb. 572, 216 N. W. 2d 720 (1974). 

At this point, it seems clear that in Chapter 53 
cases, the District Courts could and did take addi- 
tional evidence and then limited their findings to 
whether the Commission’s decision was unreason- 
able or arbitrary. On the other hand, section 84-917, 
R. R. 8. 1943, applies to license suspension cases and 
the District Court was limited to a review of the rec- 
ord. 

The Commission would have us believe that three 
cases decided by this court have merged suspension 
and revocation appeals into one, i.e., Chapter 84. We 
would point out that in J K & J, Inc. v. Nebraska 
Liquor Control Commission, 194 Neb. 413, 231 N. W. 
2d 694 (1975), it was said ‘‘The issue before us on 
appeal is whether, on the record, the action of the 
commission in denying the application was unrea- 
sonable and arbitrary.’’ We would also point out 
that Winkelmann v. Nebraska Liquor Control Com- 
mission, 198 Neb. 481, 253 N. W. 2d 307 (1977), and 
72nd Street Pizza, Inc. v. Nebraska Liquor Control 
Commission, 199 Neb. 729, 261 N. W. 2d 614 (1978), on 
the facts therein, stand for the rule that it is not un- 
reasonable or arbitrary for the Commission, when 
petitioned for a license, to rely on the mere recom- 
mendation of a city council. This black letter law 
was established long ago in Allen v. Nebraska Liq- 
uor Control Commission, supra. The most that the 
Commission can ask is that we merge two statutory 
procedures. This court, in division, declines to do 
So. 

In this particular case, we will assume that the 
Commission has some rule or policy that a license 
should not be granted to a restaurant at the end of a 
dangerous access road. That seems to be rational 
and, in any case, the propriety of such a rule has not 
been made an issue here. 

The Commission took evidence indicating that the 
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applicant’s property is on the Missouri River. It 
consists of a boat dock and small restaurant where 
food, mostly fish, is consumed by the public. The 
restaurant is situated at the end of a county road 
about 6 miles from Jackson, Nebraska. There is 
evidence that the road is used by school children, is 
well maintained, is graveled, and the ditches are not 
steep. There is also conflicting evidence that the 
ditches are steep, that the road is very narrow, and 
. that there are six 90-degree turns within 7 miles. 
Pictures were offered and received showing, among 
other things, that trees stand on the very edges of 
the traveled portion of the road. 

The Nebraska Liquor Control Commission has 
broad discretion in determining whether applica- 
tions for licenses should be granted or denied. 
Courts are without authority to interfere with that 
discretion unless it has been abused. T & N P Co., 
Inc. v. Nebraska Liquor Control Commission, supra. 
Where the record of the proceedings before the Ne- 
braska Liquor Control Commission contains no evi- 
dence to justify an order, the action must be held to 
be unreasonable and arbitrary. J K & J, Inc. v. Ne- 
braska Liquor Control Commission, supra. The 
facts gathered in evidence by the Commission in this 
case are sufficient to establish that their ruling was 
reasonable and, therefore, not arbitrary. 

The petitioner asks us to reverse or remand this 
case because the District Court refused to take addi- 
tional evidence. In the District Court, the petitioner 
offered to prove that the Dakota County highway 
superintendent would testify as follows: ‘‘That the 
road * * * is well known to him * * * [the] road is 
graveled and level * * * the last four and a half miles 
of said road is a deadend road with no through traf- 
fic. * * * [It] is a U. S. Mail Route * * * all * * * ex- 
cept the last one and a half miles is a school bus 
route. A federal aid secondary route No. 3935 and a 
rural other arterial road. That according to the Ne- 
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braska State functional classification of roads, rural 
other arterial is the highest class of road under 
county jurisdiction and that compared with the rest 
of the Dakota County roads system said road is 
above average.’’ We decline, in this instance, to re- 
verse or remand because the District Court could 
not find that the Commission’s determination was 
unreasonable and arbitrary even if every word of 
the testimony offered was believed. Error may not 
be predicated upon a ruling which excludes evidence 
unless a substantial right of the party is affected and 
no judgment shall be reversed or affected by reason 
of such error or defect. §§ 25-853 and 27-103, R. R. S. 
1948. 

Finally, we do not find it necessary, in view of our 
holding, to consider whether there is sufficient evi- 
dence to enforce the commission’s findings that li- 
censes should be denied where the location is in an 
area difficult for law enforcement or where protests 
against a license have been had. All other excep- 
tions taken to the proceedings below have been con- 
sidered and found not to merit written discussion. 

The judgment of the District Court is affirmed. 

AFFIRMED. 

White, J., dissents. 

Bos.auGu, J., concurs in the result. 


FOREMAN & CLARK OF NEBRASKA, INC., A MINNESOTA 
CORPORATION, APPELLEE, V. CITY OF OMAHA, A 
MUNICIPAL CORPORATION, APPELLANT. 

280 N. W. 2d 892 
Filed June 19, 1979. No. 41966. 


1. Condemnation: Damages. The measure of damages in the taking 
or injury of a leasehold is the difference between the rental value of 
the remainder of the term and the rent reserved in the lease. 

2. Evidence: Appeal and Error. A party may not claim error on the 
failure to introduce evidence which was incumbent upon the party 
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seeking the benefit of the evidence to introduce. A party cannot be 
heard to complain of error which he was instrumental in bringing 
about. 

3. Trial: Verdicts. Where a party has sustained the burden and ex- 
pense of a trial and has succeeded in securing the judgment of a 
jury on the facts in issue, he has a right to keep the benefit of that 
verdict unless there is prejudicial error in the proceedings by 
which it was secured. 


Appeal from the District Court for Douglas Coun- 
ty: THeopore L. Ricuiinc, Judge. Reversed and 
remanded with directions. 


Herbert M. Fitle, Omaha City Attorney, and 
Charles K. Bunger, for appellant. 


Christensen Law Offices, P.C. and Morseman, 
Fike, Davis & Polack, P.C., for appellee. 


Heard before Krivosua, C. J., McCown, CLINTON, 
and Hastincs, JJ., and Keiiy, L. W., Jr., District 
Judge. 


PER CURIAM. 

This is an appeal by the City of Omaha from the 
order of the District Court for Douglas County, Ne- 
braska, granting plaintiff, Foreman & Clark of Ne- 
braska, Inc., a new trial. 

The action was originally commenced in the coun- 
ty court of Douglas County, Nebraska, as a condem- 
nation action filed by the City of Omaha as con- 
demner. The condemnee, Foreman & Clark, had a 
leasehold interest in a store located in a building 
known as the Karbach Building, located at 15th and 
Douglas Streets in Omaha, Nebraska. Foreman & 
Clark operated a retail men’s clothing store on the 
second floor of the building which the City had 
earlier purchased by negotiation. It was only the 
leasehold interest of Foreman & Clark that was 
being condemned. 

Following condemnation proceedings in the county 
court and an award by the board of appraisers, the 


748 NEBRASKA REPORTS [VoL. 203 


Foreman & Clark of Nebraska, Inc. v. City of Omaha 


City of Omaha appealed to the District Court for 
Douglas County, Nebraska. 

In its petition the City of Omaha alleged that on 
September 19, 1974, the fair market value of the 
leasehold interest in the real estate was $17,000. 
Nevertheless, the record reflects that the City per- 
mitted Foreman & Clark to remain in possession af- 
ter the taking and until January 1, 1975. 

The trial court in its instructions to the jury spe- 
cifically stated that the condemnation proceedings 
were instituted by the City in September 1974, but 
possession did not occur until January 1, 1975, and 
the lease did not expire until February 28, 1978. The 
court further instructed the jury that the lease would 
therefore have been valid and existing for an addi- 
tional 38 months from and after January 1, 1975. 
The measure of damages in the taking or injury of a 
leasehold is the difference between the rental value 
of the remainder of the term and the rent reserved 
in the lease. Ballantyne Co. v. City of Omaha, 173 
Neb. 229, 113 N. W. 2d 486. See, also, Balog v. State, 
177 Neb. 826, 181 N. W. 2d 402; State v. Dillon, 175 
Neb. 350, 121 N. W. 2d 798. 

During the course of the trial, the City introduced 
evidence as to the value of the leasehold, including 
testimony that the leasehold had no value because 
the difference between the rental still due under the 
remaining portion of the lease and the reasonable 
value of the leasehold was zero. 

Foreman & Clark objected to the introduction of 
certain of the City’s expert testimony on the basis 
that there was no foundation for such testimony. 
Foreman & Clark did not, however, at any time ob- 
ject to the introduction of such evidence on the basis 
that the City had admitted in its pleading the lease- 
hold interest had a value of at least $17,000 on Sep- 
tember 19, 1974. Moreover, the condemnee, Fore- 
man & Clark, never sought to take advantage of the 
fact the City admitted that on September 19, 1974, 
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the property had a value of $17,000, nor did the con- 
demnee request the court to either instruct the jury 
of that fact or take the matter into account. 

At the conclusion of the jury’s deliberation, it re- 
turned a verdict for no dollars. Foreman & Clark 
then filed a motion for new trial claiming it was en- 
titled to an award of at least $17,000 on the basis of a 
judicial admission made by the City. This amount 
was chosen by Foreman & Clark alleging that the 
City judicially admitted in its petition that the lease- 
hold interest had a value of at least $17,000. 

The trial court concluded that Foreman & Clark 
was correct and granted a new trial. We believe the 
trial court was in error and should not have granted 
a new trial. We therefore reverse and remand. 

While it is true the City admitted in its petition 
that the leasehold interest on September 19, 1974, 
had a value of $17,000, it did not make an admission 
as to the value of the leasehold interest on January 
1, 1975, the date which the jury was instructed to use 
for determining Foreman & Clark’s damage. It was 
certainly true that the admission by the City that on 
September 19, 1974, the leasehold interest was worth 
$17,000 was relevant evidence which Foreman & 
Clark would have been entitled to introduce in evi- 
dence. The jury could have taken that fact into ac- 
count in attempting to determine the difference in 
value of the leasehold between September 19, 1974, 
and January 1, 1975. However, Foreman & Clark 
chose to waive that right by refusing to bring that 
value to the jury’s attention. 

A party may not claim error on the failure to in- 
troduce evidence which was incumbent upon the 
party seeking the benefit of the evidence to intro- 
duce. A party cannot be heard to complain of error 
which he was instrumental in bringing about. 
Regier v. Nebraska P. P. Dist., 189 Neb. 56, 199 N. 
W. 2d 742. Having failed to introduce the evidence 
as to value and having failed to request an instruc- 
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tion on that matter, Foreman & Clark is not now in a 
position to claim error. 

Moreover, the allegation by the condemner, City 
of Omaha, as to the value of the leasehold interest 
on September 19, 1974, was not a judicial admission 
in that it was not the admission of a fact in issue in 
the lawsuit which the jury was to determine. In this 
case the date of September 19, 1974, was no longer 
relevant to the condemnation proceeding. The par- 
ties agreed to try the case on the theory that the 
relevant date for a determination of the value of the 
leasehold was January 1, 1975, and no assignment of 
error is made of that matter. The value of the 
leasehold on September 19, 1974, therefore, was 
merely evidence of the value of the leasehold some 
3144 months earlier, but not a judicial admission as to 
the value of the leasehold on the important date. 
There was evidence, introduced without objection, 
that the leasehold interest had no value on January 
1, 1975. The value on that date was a question of 
fact to be determined by the jury. Where the evi- 
dence is conflicting, this court will not ordinarily 
interfere with the verdict of the jury unless it is 
clearly wrong. Ward v. Nebraska Electric G. and 
T. Coop., Inc., 195 Neb. 641, 240 N. W. 2418. The evi- 
dence presented as to value of the leasehold on Janu- 
ary 1, 1975, was clearly in conflict. 

“*The district court has the power and is required 
to consider and determine motions for a new trial by 
the exercise of its judicial discretion .... 

‘Where a party has sustained the burden and ex- 
pense of a trial and has succeeded in securing the 
judgment of a jury on the facts in issue, he has a 
right to keep the benefit of that verdict unless there 
is prejudicial error in the proceedings by which it 
was secured. 

* * * 

‘Whether the decision was to grant a new trial or 
deny one, the questions here are, do the alleged 
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error or errors appear in the record, were they 
called to the attention of the trial court by the mo- 
tion, and do they constitute prejudicial error to the 
party complaining.’’’ Roush v. Nebraska P. P. 
Dist., 189 Neb. 785, 205 N. W. 2d 519. 

We have examined the record and found there was 
an abuse of judicial discretion. The judgment of the 
trial court in granting the motion for a new trial on 
the basis of an admission as to value on a date ir- 
relevant to the proceedings was in error and must be 
reversed. The verdict of the jury must therefore be 
reinstated. 

Accordingly, we reverse the judgment of the Dis- 
trict Court for Douglas County, Nebraska, in grant- 
ing a new trial, and remand the cause back to the 
District Court for Douglas County, Nebraska, with 
instructions to reinstate the verdict of the jury. 

REVERSED AND REMANDED WITH 
DIRECTIONS. 

McCown, J., dissenting. 

The City of Omaha commenced this proceeding to 
take the property of the condemnee for public pur- 
poses. The appraisers in the proceeding in county 
court fixed just compensation at $70,000. The City 
appealed to the District Court and its petition al- 
leged: ‘‘That the fair market value of such interest 
in real estate so condemned was, at the time of such 
condemnation, $17,000.00.’’ One witness for the City 
testified that the value was $19,233. The City also 
presented another witness who testified, over objec- 
tion, that the value of the property taken was noth- 
ing, and the jury found that the property had no 
value. The District Court recognized the injustice of 
such a verdict, and the errors which produced it, 
and granted a new trial. The City appealed that ac- 
tion to this court. 

The majority opinion now holds that an award of 
nothing is just compensation for the taking of pri- 
vate property for public use; that a judicial admis- 
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sion by the condemning City that the property had 
substantial value did not mean anything because the 
property owner did not take advantage of it pro- 
cedurally; and that the District Court, who recog- 
nized the errors of the trial and the obvious injustice 
of no compensation and granted a new trial, abused 
its discretion by doing so! 

Such a holding exalts form over substance and 
places technical procedural rules above the constitu- 
tional guaranties of both federal and state Constitu- 
tions that private property shall not be taken for 
public use without just compensation. Under the 
facts in this case, no compensation cannot be just 
compensation. 

The majority opinion treats the constitutional pro- 
hibition that ‘‘{t]he property of no person shall be 
taken or damaged for public use without just com- 
pensation therefor’’ to mean that the property of a 
person may be taken for public use without compen- 
sation if one witness says the property has no value, 
and the jury believes him and finds accordingly, 
even if the condemnor has judicially admitted the 
property has substantial value. Art. I, § 21, Consti- 
tution of Nebraska. 

An actual ‘‘taking’’ of property by condemnation 
is not a ‘‘damaging.’’ A condemnation award for a 
“‘taking’’ of property is not only for ‘‘damages’”’ in 
the usual sense, it must also be compensation in the 
constitutional sense. ‘‘Compensation’’ under any 
meaning must be ‘‘something.’’ It cannot be ‘‘noth- 
ing.’’ If property has enough value to cause the gov- 
ernment to bring a condemnation action to ‘‘take”’ 
it, that property has at least a nominal value, and 
‘“‘something’’ must be awarded as compensation. 
Procedural rules and trial tactics cannot be per- 
mitted to emasculate constitutional guaranties, nor 
should such obvious injustice be said to be beyond 
the reach of judicial discretion. 

The action of the District Court in granting a new 


VoL. 203] JANUARY TERM, 1979 753 
Foreman & Clark of Nebraska, Inc. v. City of Omaha 


trial under the circumstances here was eminently 
correct and should have been affirmed. 

KELLY, L. W., Jr., District Judge, dissenting. 

In addition to the facts recited in the majority 
opinion it should be noted that the appraisers ap- 
pointed by the county court of Douglas County, Ne- 
braska, appraised the value of the leasehold interest 
of the appellee in the sum of $70,000, which. amount 
was the value of the leasehold over and above the 
amount due as rent upon the balance of the term of 
the lease. This award was made in September of 
1974 and the actual taking of the premises did not oc- 
cur until some 34% months later on January 1, 1975. 
The majority opinion recognizes the fact that the 
City of Omaha filed a petition on appeal and in that 
petition admitted the value of the leasehold interest 
on September 19, 1974, was $17,000. The majority 
seems to hold that the fact the jury found zero value 
indicates the interest depreciated in 34% months 
from $17,000 to zero dollars. There was neither evi- 
dence nor testimony of this fact introduced at the 
trial. 

The City of Omaha had three expert witnesses tes- 
tify in this matter. One valued the leasehold in the 
sum of $19,233 as of the date of the taking; the sec- 
ond was not allowed to give his opinion by the trial 
judge; the third witness testified that in his opinion 
the value of the leasehold interest in excess of the 
amount of rent due or to be paid by the condemnee 
was of no value. Objection was made to the testi- 
mony of this witness on the basis that no foundation 
had been laid; however, the court permitted the wit- 
ness to so testify. 

Our court held in the case of Kuhlman v. Farmers 
Union Co-Operative Assn., 152 Neb. 597, 42 N. W. 2d 
182, as follows: ‘‘Where, in an action to recover a 
money judgment, the answer of the defendant ad- 
mits the right of the plaintiff to judgment for any 
sum, the defendant cannot give evidence contradict- 
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ing the admission of his answer, nor can the plaintiff 
introduce the answer in evidence; * * *. Although 
the petition was filed by the City of Omaha the alle- 
gation in the petition that the value of the leasehold 
interest was $17,000 was in effect a judicial admis- 
sion made the same as if it had been in an answer. 
It was error for the trial court to admit evidence on 
behalf of the condemner that the value of the lease- 
hold interest of the condemnee was less than $17,000. 
It was, therefore, error for the trial court to admit 
the opinion of the third witness who testified for the 
condemner. 

The majority opinion seems to hold that the ad- 
mission by the City of Omaha was relevant evidence 
which the condemnee would have been entitled to in- 
troduce in evidence. The above cited case, how- 
ever, states that: ‘‘* * * [NJor can the plaintiff in- 
troduce the answer in evidence; * * *.’’ This would 
appear to be in direct conflict to the holding made 
by the majority in this case stating that the condem- 
nee would have been entitled to introduce evidence 
of the admission of the value. 

A further indication that the City of Omaha recog- 
nized a debt to the condemnee is found in the prayer 
of the petition filed by the City of Omaha when this 
matter was appealed to the District Court for Doug- 
las County, Nebraska. The prayer is as follows: 
“WHEREFORE, Defendant prays that the Court de- 
termine and find the fair market value of the inter- 
est taken, and issue an order to the County Judge of 
Douglas County, Nebraska, to pay to the Plaintiff 
such amount out of the funds heretofore deposited by 
the Defendant and return the balance, if any, to the 
Defendant.”’ The City of Omaha had paid the sum 
of $70,000 into the county court of Douglas County, 
Nebraska, so that it might take possession of the 
property. Further evidence that the City considered 
a debt was owed to the condemnee was the fact that 
the City entered into a stipulation permitting the 
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condemnee to withdraw 85 percent of this money so 
deposited with the county court of Douglas County, 
Nebraska. 

The trial court recognized that prejudicial error 
towards the condemnee had occurred and ordered a 
new trial. This action should be sustained. 

McCown, J., joins in this dissent. 


PEGASUS OF OmaHa, INC., A NEBRASKA CORPORATION, 
APPELLANT, V. STATE OF NEBRASKA ET AL., APPELLEES. 
280 N. W. 2d 64 
Filed June 19, 1979. No. 42135. 


1. Police Powers: Gambling. A racetrack messenger service, 
whether or not it actually engages in gambling, is so intertwined 
with gambling that it falls within the State’s plenary police power 
to regulate gaming activity. 

2. Legislature: Gambling: Statutes. Prohibition by the Legislature 
of operation of racetrack messenger services bears a reasonable 
relationship to the legitimate State interest in the regulation of 
gambling. No constitutional provision renders such prohibition 
unlawful. § 2-1221, R. R. S. 1943. 


Appeal from the District Court for Douglas Coun- 
ty: Patrick W. Lyncu, Judge. Affirmed. 


Richard J. Bruckner, Mark Theisen, and Richard 
E. Shugrue, for appellant. 


Paul L. Douglas, Attorney General, and Ralph H. 
Gillan, for appellees. 


Heard before Krivosna, C. J.,. BosLaucH, McCown, 
CLINTON, BRODKEY, WHITE, and HastTincs, JJ. 


PER CURIAM. 

The appellant, Pegasus of Omaha, Inc., plaintiff 
below, filed this action in the District Court for 
Douglas County, Nebraska, for a declaratory judg- 
ment holding that section 2-1221, R. R. S. 1943, is un- 
constitutional. After trial, petition of the plaintiff- 
appellant was denied. We affirm. 
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Section 2-1221, R. R. 8. 1948, in the pertinent part, 
reads as follows: ‘‘Whoever for a fee, directly or in- 
directly, accepts anything of value to be wagered or 
to be transmitted or delivered for wager in any pari- 
mutuel or certificate system of wagering on horse 
races, or for a fee delivers anything of value which 
has been received outside of the enclosure of a race 
track holding a race meet licensed under Chapter 2, 
article 12, to be placed as wagers in the pari-mutuel 
pool or certificate system of wagering on horse rac- 
ing within such enclosure shall be guilty of a misde- 
meanor * * *’’ and be punished as provided therein. 

Article III, section 24, of the Constitution of Ne- 
braska, generally prohibits games of chance and lot- 
teries but further provides: ‘‘Nothing in this section 
shall be construed to prohibit the enactment of laws 
providing for the licensing and regulation of wager- 
ing on the results of horse races by the parimutuel 
or certificate method, when conducted by licensees 
within the race track enclosure at licensed horse 
race meetings, * * *.”’ 

Appellant concedes that the Legislature, in the ex- 
ercise of its police power, may prohibit entirely 
games of chance or gambling and further implicitly 
admits that if the service offered by appellant could 
be determined to be gambling, the same would be 
absolutely prohibited as not falling within the excep- 
tion of allowable gambling of Article III, section 24, 
of the Constitution of Nebraska. It is the appellant’s 
contention then that the service offered is not 
gambling. At trial, the appellant offered evidence 
to show that Pegasus, a Nebraska corporation, en- 
gages in the messenger business. Its purpose is to 
transmit wagers for a fee for persons wishing to 
wager but unable or unwilling to attend a licensed 
horse race meeting. The appellant charges a flat 10 
percent of the amount to be transmitted to the track. 
The terms and conditions of the contract appoint the 
appellant, Pegasus, as agent for persons using its 


VOL. 203] JANUARY TERM, 1979 757 


Pegasus of Omaha, Inc. v. State 


services and specifically states: ‘‘Money paid to 
Pegasus does not constitute a bet or wager. When 
tendered to Pegasus by a principal, Pegasus will 
provide an agent to be empowered by that principal 
to place such money in the parimutuel pool * * * of 
any enclosed race track which is licensed by the Ne- 
braska Racing Commission to conduct race meet- 
ings.’”’ The Iowa Supreme Court in State ex rel. 
Turner v. Drake, 242 N. W. 2d 707 (Iowa, 1976), held 
a similar business did not constitute gambling. 
From this premise, Pegasus argues that it is con- 
ducting a beneficial and lawful business which, un- 
der Article I, section 3, of the Constitution of Ne- 
braska, may not be taken away or destroyed under 
the guise of regulation. Article I, section 3, provides 
that no person shall be deprived of life, liberty, or 
property without due process of law. Pegasus con- 
tends that while the activity may be peculiarly sub- 
ject to regulation, it is not within the power of the 
Legislature to absolutely prohibit an otherwise law- 
ful occupation. It also argues that, in violation of 
the guarantee of equal protection, the classifications 
inherent in the statute bear no reasonable relation- 
ship to legitimate state policies. We shall deal with 
the appellant’s assignments together. 

It is not the position of the State that Pegasus’ ac- 
tivities constitute gambling, but it is their position 
that in the exercise of its police power, a state may 
constitutionally prohibit an activity which the Legis- 
lature determines threatens the health, morals, or 
general welfare of the people of the state; that the 
business of Pegasus is, in fact, so intertwined with 
gambling that the Legislature may properly and has 
determined that the activity is one that constitutes a 
danger to the morals or general welfare of the 
people of this State and thus may be prohibited. 

In determining that a statute nearly identical to 
Nebraska’s was valid, the Illinois Supreme Court 
said: ‘‘Even if racetrack-messenger services were | 
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operated without a hint of impropriety and even if 
we were to accept the doubtful proposition that these 
services do not constitute gambling itself, it is obvi- 
ous that plaintiffs’ business is completely inter- 
twined with gambling and could not exist without it. 
As such, plaintiffs’ business is within the State’s 
plenary police power to regulate gaming activity. It 
is well within the authority of the State of Illinois to 
limit gambling on horse races to those who are at 
the track betting for themselves or betting for others 
only as a courtesy and not for a fee. In essence, this 
statute is part of the State’s regulatory plan for lim- 
ited gambling, and we find nothing in the Illinois or 
Federal constitutions which prevents its enactment 
or énforcement of such a statute.’’ Finish Line 
Exp., Inc. v. City of Chicago, 72 Ill. 2d 131, 379 N. E. 
2d 290. 

The Illinois court considered the report of a 
special investigation by a legislative committee in 
its decision. A copy of the report was considered by 
a committee of the Nebraska Legislature which con- 
ducted hearings concerning the legislation outlawing 
messenger services. Appellant here contends that 
reception by the trial court of that report was error. 
They argue that it is irrelevant since Pegasus has 
not been shown to have engaged in any of the abuses 
cited therein. The objection misses the point. The 
report was relevant as part of the legislative history 
of the challenged statute. In its summary of the re- 
port, the Illinois court said: ‘‘Both houses of the 
General Assembly passed this amendment unani- 
mously after the Illinois Legislative Investigating 
Commission reported a long list of serious and wide- 
spread problems with the messenger services, in- 
cluding booking of bets without buying the cor- 
responding parimutuel tickets, failure to pay off win- 
ners, involvement of organized crime, and a reduc- 
tion in track attendance and betting with a cor- 
responding loss of local and State revenue. ‘To bea 


VOL. 203] JANUARY TERM, 1979 759 


Pegasus of Omaha, Inc. v. State 


valid exercise of the police power, the enactment of 
the legislature must bear a reasonable relation to 
the public interest sought to be protected, and the 
means adopted must be a reasonable method to ac- 
complish such objective. [Citations.]’ (Sherman v. 
Reynolds, Inc. v. Mahin (1970), 47 Tl. 2d 328, 327, 265 
N. E. 2d 640, 642.) In view of the reported problems, 
it cannot fairly be said that the legislature acted un- 
reasonably in prohibiting the racetrack-messenger 
services from charging a fee rather than attempting 
to regulate those activities.’’ Finish Line Exp., Inc. 
v. City of Chicago, supra. 

The activity of Pegasus is so intertwined with 
gambling that, under its constitutional power to 
regulate, the Legislature may ban messenger serv- 
ices operated for a fee from accepting bets and con- 
veying the bets to a licensed racetrack. The equal 
protection argument that persons who perform the 
service gratuitously are not also banned is frivolous. 
The evils which the Legislature had in mind are not 
likely to arise in the context of the friend who takes 
money to bet. The effect of all such activities would 
appear to be de minimis. 

A legislative classification will be upheld against 
constitutional attack if it bears some reasonable re- 
lationship to the legitimate purposes of the legisla- 
tion. See State v. Kells, 199 Neb. 374, 259 N. W. 2d 
19. 

The prohibited activity bearing a reasonable rela- 
tionship to the regulation of gambling and no consti- 
tutional objection under the state and federal Consti- 
tutions rendering such prohibition unlawful, the de- 
cision of the trial court must be affirmed. 

AFFIRMED. 

Krivosna, C. J., dissenting. 

I must respectfully dissent from the majority 
opinion in this case. In upholding the constitution- 
ality of the act in question, I believe that this court 
has retreated from a position which we have hereto- 
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fore held and maintained with pride, to wit, that a 
citizen clearly has the right to engage in any lawful 
occupation not detrimental to the public health, 
safety, and welfare without interference by the 
State. 

As early as Carolene Products Co. v. Banning, 131 
Neb. 429, 268 N. W. 313, this court said, ‘‘Measures 
adopted by the legislature to protect the public 
health and secure the public safety and welfare 
must have some relation to those proposed ends. If 
it is apparent that the statute, under the guise of a 
police regulation, does not tend to preserve the pub- 
lic health, safety or welfare, it is unconstitutional as 
an invasion of the property rights of the individual.” 

The majority suggests that while the messenger 
service in this matter in and of itself is not gambling 
nor illegal, it is so intertwined with gambling that 
the Legislature may determine that it ‘‘threatens”’ 
the health, morals, or general welfare of the people. 
The rationale for that conclusion is apparently that 
the messenger service, being intertwined with 
gambling and gambling being illegal, may be pro- 
hibited by the Legislature. That rationale would 
wash were it not for the fact that the State has spe- 
cifically authorized, licensed, permitted, and made 
lawful the ultimate act, to wit, placing wagers on 
horses at the track. Section 2-1216, R. R. 8. 1943, 
specifically provides as follows: ‘‘The system of 
wagering on the results of horse races, as herein- 
before provided, when conducted within the race 
track enclosure at licensed horse-race meetings 
shall not undér any circumstances be held or con- 
strued to be unlawful, any other statutes of the State 
of Nebraska to the contrary notwithstanding. * * *.” 
(Emphasis supplied.) How, then, can it be said that 
the act of delivering wagers to a lawful licensed lo- 
cation can be illegal when the ultimate act, the plac- 
ing of the bet, is legal. It is difficult, if not impos- 
sible, for me to understand how two separate acts, 
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both legal in themselves, can become illegal when 
combined together. Under such a theory, printing 
the wager tickets, raising oats for the horses, or op- 
erating a taxi service to racetracks might be pro- 
hibited. 

““*The legislature has no authority to pronounce 
the performance of an innocent act criminal when 
the public health, safety, comfort or welfare is not 
interfered with * * *, and may not, under the guise of 
protecting the public interests, arbitrarily interfere 
with private business or impose unusual and unnec- 
essary restrictions upon lawful occupations.’ ”’ 
Carolene Products Co. v. Banning, supra. 

“A citizen has a constitutional right to own, ac- 
quire, and sell property, and if it becomes apparent 
that the statute, under the guise of a police regula- 
tion, does not tend to preserve the public health, 
safety, or welfare, but tends more to stifle legiti- 
mate business by creating a monopoly or trade bar- 
rier, it is unconstitutional as an invasion of the prop- 
erty rights of the individual.’’ Gillette Dairy, Inc. v. 
Nebraska Dairy Products Board, 192 Neb. 89, 219 N. 
W. 2d 214. 

This court has consistently held that the regulation 
of legitimate business may not be so unreasonable 
as to result in the confiscation of property and the 
rights incidental to its ownership. This court cannot 
_give judicial approval to legislation that violates 
these fundamental principles on any theory that they 
are permissible under the Constitution of the State of 
Nebraska. See, Lincoln Dairy Co. v. Finigan, 170 
Neb. 777, 104 N. W. 2d 227; Gillette Dairy, Inc. v. 
Nebraska Dairy Products Board, supra. A business 
or occupation which has no tendency to affect or en- 
danger the public in connection with health, safety, 
morals, or general welfare is not within the police 
power. Skag-Way Department Stores, Inc. v. City 
of Grand Island, 176 Neb. 169, 125 N. W. 2d 529. 

It is not the carrying of the money to the track, but 
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rather the conducting of horse races, which could af- 
fect the health, safety, and welfare of the communi- 
ty. Yet, in enacting section 2-1216, R. R. 8. 1943, the 
Legislature has said such activity is not detrimental 
to the health, safety, or morals of the public. If an 
individual may lawfully carry the money himself to 
the track, and if a livery service may likewise law- 
fully carry the individual carrying his own money to 
the track, it is difficult, if not impossible, to see how 
omitting the person in the transportation process 
could result in an act which therefore becomes detri- 
mental to the health, safety, or welfare of the public. 

While it is elementary that courts do not deter- 
mine economic policies of the legislation and the 
wisdom of such legislation is for the Legislature to 
determine, nevertheless, it is just as elementary 
that in order for such legislation to be valid under 
the police power of the State, it cannot be arbitrary 
or discriminatory but must have a real and substan- 
tial relation to the object sought to be attained. 
Courts are not powerless to determine the character 
of such legislation. The construction of statutes and 
the determination of their reasonableness is the ulti- 
mate province, responsibility, and duty of the 
courts, and must be exercised by them if state and 
federal constitutional guarantees of liberty and 
property rights are not to be made subservient to the 
pressure groups which seek and frequently secure 
the enactment of statutes advantageous to a particu- 
lar industry and detrimental to another under the 
guise of police power regulations. The preservation 
of constitutional guarantees against such invasions 
of constitutional rights is one of the foremost duties 
imposed upon the courts. Lincoln Dairy Co. v. Fini- 
gan, supra. 

The record is totally devoid of any evidence of how 
or in what manner prohibiting any messenger serv- 
ice has any real and substantial relation to the ob- 
jects sought to be attained, to wit, the protection of 
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public health, safety, or welfare. The only group 
that will appear to have benefited by the action of 
the majority herein are existing bookmakers. I 
have difficulty understanding how protecting them 
is necessary or proper under the police power of the 
State. 

The majority suggests that the Legislature had be- 
fore it an Illinois study showing that messenger 
services in Illinois were guilty of multiple abuses. I 
find little comfort or persuasion by that fact. Re- 
lying on evidence of abuse in business in Illinois 
might very well result in prohibiting almost any 
type of business in Nebraska. 

The Legislature could reasonably and rationally 
cure all of the potential ills it has concerned itself 
with herein by simply licensing messenger services, 
bonding messenger services, and requiring them to 
file periodic reports. Nevertheless, the right to 
regulate does not likewise give the right to prohibit, 
absent some compelling public reason. See, Nelsen 
v. Tilley, 187 Neb. 327, 289 N. W. 388; 16 Am. Jur., 
Constitutional Law, § 321, p. 623. 

My fear is that by upholding such legislative ac- 
tion as that taken herein, we have approved a prac- 
tice of prohibiting an otherwise lawful business be- 
cause it is said to be intertwined with a business 
which is normally unlawful but which in this case 
has been made lawful, while leaving the normally 
unlawful business to continue and flourish. There 
appears to be no prescribed limits to which that 
practice could be carried. I find that of grave con- 
cern, not so much with this particular case as with 
future matters for which this case stands as prece- 
dent. 

I am authorized to state that Judges McCown and 
White join with me in this dissent. 
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STATE OF NEBRASKA EX REL. VIRGIL JOHNSON ET AL., 
APPELLANTS, V. BOARD OF SUPERVISORS OF GAGE 
County, NEBRASKA, ET AL., APPELLEES. 

280 N. W. 2d 636 


Filed June 19, 1979. No. 42165. 


Courts: Judgments. The District Court has the power to enter judg- 
ment of dismissal for lack of prosecution. Such action rests in the 
sound discretion of the court and in the absence of an abuse of dis- 
cretion will not be interfered with. 


Appeal from the District Court for Gage County: 
WILLiaM EF’. CoLWELL, Judge. Affirmed. 


Fredrick L. Swartz and David J. Powers, for ap- 
pellants. 


Everson, Noble, Wullschleger, Sutter & Sharp, for 
appellees. 


Heard before BosLAuGH, WHITE, and Hastinas, JJ., 
and HENprRIx and BuCKLEy, District Judges. 


Henprix, District Judge. 

The relators appeal from an order of the District 
Court for Gage County, Nebraska, dismissing the ac- 
tion for want of prosecution. 

The only issue is whether the trial court abused its 
discretion. We find no abuse of discretion and af- 
firm. 

This is an action brought on May 15, 1974, in the 
name of the State of Nebraska on the relation of 24 
county residents against the Board of Supervisors of 
Gage County, Nebraska, and its individual mem- 
bers. The prayer of the petition was for a tempo- 
rary and permanent injunction restraining the re- 
spondents from dismantling what was known as 
Johnson Bridge. A restraining order was issued 
pendente lite. Interrogatories were propounded by 
relators and answer filed on September 24, 1974. On 
September 17, 1974, an amended petition was filed 
praying in the alternative for either a writ of manda- 


VoL. 203] JANUARY TERM, 1979 765 


State ex rel. Johnson v. Board of Supervisors of Gage County 


mus requiring restoration of the bridge or a perma- 
nent injunction restraining respondents from dis- 
mantling the bridge. The respondents were granted 
time to plead. The original counsel for respondents 
withdrew and new counsel entered the case in their 
behalf. A motion was filed by respondents asking 
that relators be required to elect remedies and on 
October 24, 1975, the motion was sustained. The re- 
lators were given 15 days to elect remedies and re- 
spondents were given 3 weeks thereafter to plead. 
On November 10, 1975, a second amended petition 
was filed and on February 3, 1976, a third amended 
petition was filed. The second amended petition and 
the third amended petition continued to pray for 
both injunction and mandamus. No election was 
made. On March 16, 1978, the respondents moved to 
dismiss the action of relators for lack of prosecution, 
and on March 21, 1978, a motion for hearing date, 
for respondents to show cause why an alternative 
writ of mandamus should not issue, was filed by re- 
lators. On April 28, 1978, after hearing, respondents’ 
motion was sustained and the third amended petition 
was dismissed. A motion for new trial was over- 
ruled, and appeal was had to this court. Judge Wil- 
liam F. Colwell presided during all proceedings ex- 
cept for a few routine orders, one granting addi- 
tional time to plead, which order was entered by 
Judge William B. Rist in February 1975. 

At the hearing held on the motion to dismiss, the 
affidavit of counsel for the relators was received in 
evidence. It set out that on or about October 26, 
1977, counsel for relators and respondents agreed 
that a joint meeting for settlement negotiations 
would be scheduled after November 16, 1977. It fur- 
ther set out that the relators were cognizant of a 
case entitled ‘‘ ‘The State of Nebraska, ex rel., Wil- 
liam Goossen, et al, vs. Board of Supervisors of 
Gage County, Nebraska, et al.’’’ The only other 
evidence was an affidavit of an attorney for Blakely 
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Township, designated as an intervenor, and it is not 
relevant to this appeal. 

The law is clear that the District Court has dis- 
cretionary power to dismiss a case for want of pros- 
ecution. The dismissal is, of course, without preju- 
dice. Section 25-1149, R. R. S. 1948, states in part: 
‘‘The court may in its discretion * * * provide for dis- 
missing actions without prejudice for want of prose- 
cution.’’ Further, such dismissal is within the in- 
herent power of the court. Brown v. Lincoln, 157 
Neb. 840, 61 N. W. 2d 836. 

This case had been pending for a long time. It 
was filed on May 15, 1974, and dismissed on April 28, 
1978, almost 4 years later. There is nothing in the 
evidence to show that those involved in the action 
were waiting for a decision in the case of State ex 
rel. Goossen v. Board of Supervisors, 198 Neb. 9, 251 
N. W. 2d 655, but even if such could be inferred, the 
Goossen case was decided by this court on March 16, 
1977, just 1 year prior to the filing of the motion to 
dismiss in this case. 

The relators claim the entry of the order of dismis- 
sal was an abuse of discretion for the reasons that 
delay was attributable to the failure of respondents 
to answer the petitions, that delay was attributable 
to settlement negotiations, and that delay was at- 
ributable to both parties since Judge Rist passed the 
case at docket call only 10 days prior to the filing of 
the motion to dismiss. As to an answer, the record 
reveals that relators never did elect remedies al- 
though ordered to do so within 15 days of October 24, 
1975.. No pleading was due by respondents until 3 
weeks after the election was made. Further, if the 
action was in mandamus, no pleading was due until 
the writ issued. As to settlement negotiations, there 
is no evidence that any delay was caused by ne- 
gotiations. It is true that counsel agreed a joint 
meeting would be set, but it never was. After 4 
months of inactivity in this regard, the court had 
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every right to treat any settlement negotiations as 
abandoned. As to Judge Rist passing the case on 
the calling of the docket, this occurrence appears in 
the record only during arguments. In any event, 
Judge Colwell was the presiding judge in the case, 
not Judge Rist. We see no abuse of discretion. 
AFFIRMED. 


SHIRRALE Kay DUFF, APPELLANT, V. DOUGLAS J. 
DUFF, APPELLEE. 
280 N. W. 2d 69 


Filed June 19, 1979. No. 42185. 


1. Divorce: Custody: Minors. A decree fixing custody of minor 
children will not be modified unless there has been a change of cir- 
cumstances, indicating that the person having custody is unfit for 
that purpose, or that the best interests of the children require such 
action. 

: In determining the question of who should 
have the care and custody of minor children upon the dissolution of 
a marriage, the paramount consideration is the best interests and 
yo of the children. 


‘ In any custody determination, the discre- 
tion of the trial court in such a situation is necessarily subjective 
and must be founded to a significant extent upon its observation of 
the parties and the review of all the minute details that affect the 
general welfare and the best interests of the children. It also must 
necessarily be prospective in nature. 

4. Equity: Evidence: Witnesses. Equity cases are heard de novo in 
this court; however, in determining the weight to be given the evi- 
dence, this court will consider the fact that the trial court observed 
the witnesses and their manner of testifying. 

5. Custody: Minors: Evidence. A custody order of the trial court 
will not ordinarily be disturbed unless there is a clear abuse of dis- 
cretion or it is clearly against the weight of the evidence. 


Appeal from the District Court for Lancaster 
County: SAMUEL VAN PELT, Judge. Affirmed. 


Pierson, Ackerman, Fitchett & Akin, for appel- 
lant. 


Healey, Healey, Brown & Wieland, for appellee. 
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Heard before BosLauGH, CLINTON, BRoDKEY, and 
Hastines, JJ., and Bartu, District Judge. 


Bartu, District Judge. 

Petitioner-appellant, Shirrale Kay Duff, appeals 
from an order modifying a decree of dissolution, 
changing custody of three minor children, Linda 
Rae Duff, age 12, James Allen Duff, age 11, and 
Douglas J. Duff, Jr., age 9, from her to respondent- 
appellee, Douglas J. Duff. 

In the modification action, the trial court spe- 
cifically found that both petitioner and respondent 
were fit and proper persons to have custody of the 
three minor children. A decree fixing custody of 
minor children will not be modified unless there has 
been a change of circumstances indicating that the 
person having custody is unfit for that purpose or 
that the best interests of the children require such 
action. Ahlman v. Ahlman, 201 Neb. 278, 267 N. W. 
2d 521 (1978). 

The sole and only issue presented is whether the 
best interests of the children required the change of 
custody, considering the changes in circumstances 
of the parties and of the children subsequent to the 
dissolution. 

In determining the question of who should have 
the care and custody of the children upon the disso- 
lution of a marriage, the paramount consideration is 
the best interests and welfare of the children. Many 
factors may be considered in light of the particular 
circumstances of each individual case. The general 
considerations of respective environments offered 
by each parent, the emotional relationship between 
the children and their parents, their age, sex, and 
health, the effect on the children of continuing or dis- 
rupting an existing relationship, the attitude and the 
stability of character of each parent, and the ca- 
pacity to furnish the physical care, education, and 
needs of the children are some of the many factors 
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for the court to consider. Moninger v. Moninger, 202 
Neb. 494, 276 N. W. 2d 100 (1979); Christensen v. 
Christensen, 191 Neb. 355, 215 N. W. 2d 111 (1974). 

The discretion of the trial court in such a situation 
is necessarily subjective and must be founded to a 
significant extent upon its observation of the parties 
and the review of all the minute details that affect 
the general welfare and the best interests of the chil- 
dren. It also must necessarily be prospective in na- 
ture. Gilman v. Riis, 190 Neb. 409, 209 N. W. 2d 173 
(1973). 

What are the standards for review? Equity cases 
are heard de novo in this court; however, in deter- 
mining the weight to be given the evidence, this 
court will consider the fact that the trial court ob- 
served the witnesses and their manner of testifying. 
Bailey v. Mahr, 199 Neb. 29, 255 N. W. 2d 866 (1977); 
Swearingen v. Swearingen, 201 Neb. 255, 267 N. W. 
2d 514 (1978). 

The determination of the trial court will not ordi- 
narily be disturbed unless there is a clear abuse of 
discretion or it is clearly against the weight of the 
evidence. Allen v. Allen, 198 Neb. 544, 253 N. W. 2d 
853 (1977). 

Was the order changing custody a clear abuse of 
discretion or clearly against the weight of the evi- 
dence? We examine the record de novo. Subse- 
quent to the dissolution on October 24, 1975, peti- 
tioner moved with her children from Lincoln, Ne- 
braska, on July 31, 1977, to the home of Sterling 
Legate near Elgin, Nebraska, with the intention of 
later marrying Mr. Legate, which she did on No- 
vember 5, 1977. The children remained with peti- 
tioner in the home of Mr. Legate until August 16, 
1977, when they were delivered for visitation with 
the respondent to respondent’s present wife, whom 
he married on August 19, 1977. Although respond- 
ent’s wife indicated that the children would be re- 
turned in 1 week, respondent refused to return the 
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children, and made application for and received 
temporary custody of them on August 26, 1977, pend- 
ing home-study investigations. 

An investigation into the homes of the respective 
parties was made by the juvenile probation officer, 
and a report was filed with the trial court on Novem- 
ber 2, 1977. On November 18, 1977, the trial court 
placed temporary custody of the children with the 
respondent for the remainder of the first semester of 
school, pending further investigation. Petitioner 
was granted visitation on alternate weekends. 

On March 1, 1978, respondent moved for perma- 
nent custody of the children, and on March 29, 1978, 
and April 18, 1978, trial was held, at which the 
juvenile probation officer, the parties, and their 
spouses testified. On April 28, 1978, the children 
were interviewed by the court. 

Respondent, at the time of trial, was 36 years old, 
and had not graduated from high school. He owns 
and drives a truck, which is leased to Crete Carrier 
Corporation, and is paid by the load. Respondent 
tries to work for 10 straight days and then take 4 
days off, so his job requires him to spend consid- 
erable time away from the children. 

Respondent owns and lives in a house with the 
children in Bennet, Nebraska, directly across the 
street from the home of petitioner’s parents. The 
house is an older, two-story, four-bedroom structure 
being remodeled, and is situated upon a large lot 
upon which respondent and his wife raise a garden 
and provide much of the family’s food supplies 
through canning and freezing the produce. There 
are also rabbit hutches and geese on the property, 
and the children willingly participate in the garden- 
ing, canning, and raising of the animals. 

Respondent’s present wife is 26 years old and a 
graduate of Doane College, where she majored in 
sociology and psychology. She is active in various 
community projects, and the juvenile probation of- 
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ficer indicated that she had a calming influence. up- 
on the children. There was, however, testimony re- 
garding a conflict between respondent’s present wife 
and Linda, which the juvenile probation officer at- 
ributed to emotional difficulties Linda had experi- 
,enced as a result of a number of things, including 
the divorce and custody proceedings, but also indi- 
cated the problem had been resolved through coun- 
seling. 

Petitioner had lived in Bennet, Nebraska, for most 
of her life, where she attended and was graduated 
from the Bennet High School. Subsequent to gradu- 
ation, she worked as a clerk-typist at the University 
of Nebraska. Subsequent to the divorce, petitioner 
held several jobs, including work as a cook in a 
truckstop near Elgin, Nebraska. At the time of 
trial, she was unemployed. Petitioner’s présent 
husband is 42 years old and employed full time at 
Roker Industries, earning $3.75 an hour. During the 
winter months, he works weekends as a bartender in 
a steak house. He also owns a 320-acre farm, which 
grossed $25,000 in 1977. 

. The Legate home is a ranch-style frame house 
with four bedrooms, and is located on his farm be- 
tween Elgin and Neligh, Nebraska. 

Petitioner’s present husband has been married 
twice before, and has five children from the first 
marriage and one child from the second marriage. 
The child from the second marriage, who is four 
years old, is in the custody of Mr. Legate, and gets 
along well with petitioner’s children. 

- The juvenile probation officer testified that in her 
opinion both parties were adequate parents. The 
juvenile probation officer’s report, filed with the 
trial court, indicated that all three children ex- 
pressed a preference to live with their father and, in 
a personal interview with the trial court, Linda Duff 
indicated it did not make any difference to. her 
‘where she lived, but she believed it would be better 
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if all of the children lived together. James Duff and 
Douglas Duff advised the court that they preferred 
to live with their father. 

The record establishes that there have been ma- 
terial changes in the circumstances of the parties 
and of the children. The petitioner has removed 
herself from the community in which the children 
were raised, in which their father and maternal 
grandparents reside, and, obviously, where the only 
friends that they know reside. The children’s 
expressions of wanting to live with their father and 
wanting to live together, while not controlling upon 
the court, were obviously given great weight by the 
trial court, and correctly so, in determining their 
best interests. 

The change of custody order was certainly not an 
abuse of discretion and is supported by the evidence. 
Accordingly, the judgment of the trial court is af- 
firmed. 

AFFIRMED. 


BERT ARMBRUSTER AND IRENE ARMBRUSTER, HUSBAND 
AND WIFE, APPELLEES, V. STANTON-PILGER DRAINAGE 
DISTRICT, APPELLANT. 


280 N. W. 2d 72 
Filed June 19, 1979. No. 42318. 


1. Pleadings: Waiver. A defect of parties not raised by demurrer or 
answer is waived. 

: . An admission in a pleading upon which the case is 

tried waives all controversy concerning the fact admitted. 


Appeal from the District Court for Stanton Coun- 
ty: EuGcene C. McFappen, Judge. Affirmed. 


Grady, Caskey & Thor, for appellant. 
Vince Kirby, for appellees. 
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Heard before BosLaucH, McCown, and BRODKEY, 
JJ., and Rist and Wo tr, District Judges. 


BOSLAUGH, J. 

The plaintiffs own the north half of Section 24, 
Township 23 North, Range 2 East of the 6th P.M., in 
Stanton County, Nebraska. Cedar Creek enters the 
property from the south at a point near the southeast 
corner of the land, flows in a northwesterly direction 
across the northeast quarter of the section, and 
leaves the property of the plaintiffs at a point near 
the center of the north line of the section. 

Prior to 1950 the Elkhorn River followed a mean- 
dering course through the section north of the plain- 
tiffs’ property. Cedar Creek flowed into the Elkhorn 
River at a point approximately 2,200 feet north of the 
plaintiffs’ property. In 1950 the defendant, Stanton- 
Pilger Drainage District, straightened the Elkhorn 
River channel north of the plaintiffs’ property. Asa 
part of the project the district constructed a pilot 
channel which intersected Cedar Creek at a point 
approximately 990 feet north of the plaintiffs’ prop- 
erty. The bed of the pilot channel was approxi- 
‘mately 6 feet below the bed of Cedar Creek at the 
point of intersection, which had the effect of creating 
a waterfall at the point where Cedar Creek flowed 
into the Elkhorn River. As a result of the difference 
in elevation between the bed of the river and the 
creek, there was substantial erosion which pro- 
gressed upstream on Cedar Creek and into the prop- 
erty of the plaintiffs. 

In 1960 the plaintiffs recovered a judgment against 
the defendant, pursuant to the mandate of this court, 
for damages in the amount of $12,240 and a manda- 
tory injunction was granted which required the de- 
fendant to ‘‘construct in Cedar Creek a structure, or 
other constructions, or to take such other actions as 
may be necessary to prevent further erosion in 
Cedar Creek upon plaintiffs’ land and further dam- 
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ages thereto and to prevent future deepening of the 
bed of said stream upon plaintiffs’ land, caused by 
the acts of the defendant district in intersecting the 
bed and banks of Cedar Creek by and with its pilot 
ditch as set forth and found in the opinion of the Su- 
preme Court.’’ The facts are set out in detail in the 
opinion referred to which is reported in 169 Neb. 594, 
100 N. W. 2d 781. See, also, Armbruster v. Stanton- 
Pilger Drainage Dist., 165 Neb. 459, 86 N. W. 2d 56. 

Pursuant to the mandatory injunction, the defend- 
ant erected a structure in Cedar Creek near the 
north line of the plaintiffs’ land in 1960 and 1961: The 
structure amounts to a dam which raises the flow 
line of Cedar Creek to an elevation approximately 
that of the bed of the creek in 1956 or about 10 feet 
above the bed of the creek as it existed at that point 
in 1960. 

This action was commenced sometime prior to 
February 5, 1975, to recover damages for erosion to 
the plaintiffs’ land caused by the defendant’s failure 
to comply with the mandatory injunction. 

The defendant’s answer admitted the plaintiffs 
were the owners of the land involved in this action 
and alleged that the structure erected in 1960 and 
1961 stopped the erosion in Cedar Creek. The an- 
swer further alleged waiver, res judicata, and es- 
toppel. 

The trial court found that the structure erected in 
Cedar Creek by the defendant was constructed in - 
good faith but did not stabilize Cedar Creek or pre- 
vent further erosion on the plaintiffs’ land; the ‘‘wa- 
ter fall and rapids area’’ continues to move up- 
stream through the plaintiffs’ land widening and 
deepening the channel of the creek as it moves; and 
the plaintiffs had been damaged in the amount of 
$11,550 since December 22, 1958, the effective date of 
the 1960 judgment recovered by the plaintiffs. 

The defendant has appealed and contends that the - 
plaintiffs are not the real parties in interest and the 
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judgment is not supported by the evidence. Since 
this is a proceeding in equity we review the record 
de novo. 

The defendant’s contention that the plaintiffs are 
not the real parties in interest is based upon testi- 
mony by Bert Armbruster that he had sold the land 
to his son on contract some time after this action 
had been commenced. The contract was not pro- 
duced and there is no evidence in the record to show 
exactly what the interests of the parties were. The 
inference from the record is that the plaintiffs re- 
tained the legal title and a substantial beneficial 
interest. At most, there may have been a defect of 
parties plaintiff which was waived if not timely 
raised. See Cromwell v. Ward, 192 Neb. 178, 219 N. 
W. 2d 446. 

The defendant did not seek to be relieved from its 
admission in its answer that the plaintiffs owned the 
land. This was a judicial admission which was a 
waiver of all controversy concerning the matter. 
See Krueger v. Krueger, 169 Neb. 82, 98 N. W. 2d 360. 
In view of the state of the record, the trial court did 
not err in overruling the defendant’s motion to dis- 
miss. 

Although there is some conflict in the evidence, 
the record as a whole establishes that the structure 
erected by the defendant in Cedar Creek in 1960 and 
1961 did not stabilize the channel of Cedar Creek and 
prevent further erosion upon the plaintiffs’ land. 
The evidence shows that the channel of Cedar Creek 
upon the plaintiffs’ property has steadily deepened 
and widened as the waterfall and rapids area has 
continued to move upstream. The channel which 
formerly was 32 to 35 feet wide and 8 to 10 feet deep 
is now 80 to 100 feet wide in some places and more 
than 20 feet deep. 

In 1961 the defendant, at its expense, straightened 
a part of the channel of the creek on the plaintiffs’ 
land to prevent the erosion from progressing into the 
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plaintiffs’ farmyard and destroying the buildings 
and other improvements. Although this work ap- 
pears to have saved the plaintiffs’ buildings and im- 
provements from destruction, erosion has continued. 
The creek has moved to within 16 feet of an irriga- 
tion well. A flume that the plaintiffs used to convey 
irrigation water to the land north and east of the 
creek collapsed as a result of the erosion and a new 
pipe supported by poles and cable had to be erected. 
At the point where the private bridge had been lo- 
cated, the creek is now about 100 feet wide. Cattle 
can no longer cross the creek at any place on the 
plaintiffs’ property. The plaintiffs no longer have 
direct access to their land north and east of the 
creek from the land which is south and west of the 
creek. 

The damage to the plaintiffs’ land, caused by the 
defendant’s failure to stabilize the channel of Cedar 
Creek upon the plaintiffs’ land, was of a continuing 
nature, and the record fully sustains the findings and 
award of damages made by the trial court, which we 
adopt. The defendant’s claim of waiver, res 
judicata, or estoppel is not sustained by the record. 

The judgment is affirmed. 

AFFIRMED. 


IN RE WATER APPROPRIATION. ROBERT HOSTETLER 
ET AL., APPELLANTS, V. STATE OF NEBRASKA, 
DEPARTMENT OF WATER RESOURCES, APPELLEE. 
280 N. W. 2d 75 


Filed June 19, 1979. No. 42333. 


1. Waters: Statutes. All appropriations for water must be for some 
beneficial or useful purpose, and when the appropriator or his suc- 
cessor in interest ceases to use it for such purpose the right ceases. 
§ 46-229, R. R. S. 1943. 

2. Waters: Statutes: Abandonment: Time. If it shall appear that 
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any water appropriation has not been used for some beneficial or 
useful purpose, or having been so used at one time has ceased to be 
used for such purpose for more than 3 years, the Department of 
Water Resources shall appoint a place and time of hearing, and 
shall serve notice upon the owners of such water appropriation or 
such ditch, canal, or other diverting works to show cause, by such 
time and at such place, why the water appropriation owned by such 
person should not be declared forfeited and annulled because such 
water appropriation had not been used for more than 3 years prior 
to receiving such notice, and shall also serve such notice upon the 
landowners under such water appropriation, ditch, or canal. § 46- 
229.02, R. R. S. 1943. 

3. Waters: Abandonment: Time. Where irrigation water has not 
been applied to the lands described in the adjudicated appropria- 
tion for the statutory period of 3 years, such nonuse, unless excused 
for some valid reason, will result in the loss of the right and the De- 
partment of Water Resources may cancel the appropriation in 
whole or in part. 

4. Waters. Beneficial use requires, in the case of an appropriation 

for irrigation purposes, actual application of the water to the land 

for the purpose of irrigation. To constitute a beneficial use within 
the meaning of the appropriation statute, the use must be one 
described in the appropriation. 

___. An unexcused nonuse of water appropriation rights by a 

predecessor in title binds the successor in title. 


Appeal from the Department of Water Resources. 
Affirmed. 


Healey, Healey, Brown & Wieland, for appellants. 


Paul L. Douglas, Attorney General, and Paul W. 
Snyder, for appellee. 


Heard before Krivosua, C. J., CLINTON, WHITE, and 
HastTines, JJ., and Murpuy, District Judge. 


CLINTON, J. 

This is an appeal from an order of the Department 
of Water Resources, made under the provisions of 
section 46-229.02 et seq., R. R. S. 1943, canceling and 
annulling a water appropriation identified as docket 
No. 305 with priority date of June 1, 1879, granting 
the right to divert not to exceed 1.43 cubic feet of wa- 
ter per second of time, from Lodgepole Creek at a 
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point on the north bank of that stream for the irriga- 
tion of certain described land containing about 100 
acres in Sections 1 and 12, Township 14 North, Range 
52 West of the 6th P.M., in Cheyenne County, Ne- 
braska. The landowner, Carolyn Hostetler, has ap- 
pealed to this court under the provisions of section 
46-229.05, R. R. S. 1943. The sole error assigned is 
that the department erred in determining that the 
appropriation had not been put to beneficial use for 
more than 3 years prior to the notice of hearing. We 
affirm. 

Section 46-229.02, R. R. S. 1943, provides: ‘‘TIf it 
shall appear that any water appropriation has not 
been used for some beneficial or useful purpose, or 
having been so used at one time has ceased to be 
used for such purpose for more than three years, the 
department shall appoint a place and time of hear- 
ing, and shall serve notice upon the owners of such 
water appropriation or such ditch, canal or other di- 
verting works to show cause by such time and at 
such place why the water appropriation owned by 
such person should not be declared forfeited and an- 
nulled because such water appropriation had not 
been used for more than three years prior to receiv- 
ing such notice, and shall also serve such notice 
upon the landowners under such water appropria- 
tion, ditch or canal.’”’ Section 46-229.04, R. R. S. 
1943, provides in part as follows: ‘‘At such hearing 
the verified report of the water commissioner or en- 
gineers of the department shall be prima facie evi- 
dence for the forfeiture and annulment of such water 
appropriation.”’ 

The landowner appeared at the hearing held on 
April 5, 1978, and she, her husband who operated the 
farm of which the 100 acres was a part, and an en- 
gineer from the Department of Water Resources tes- 
tified. Certain documentary evidence was also in- 
troduced. 

Mrs. Hostetler testified she was the sole owner of 
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the land in question and had recently acquired the 
property by inheritance from Myrtle Gunderson. 
She and her husband had been in possession of the 
land only a relatively short time, having moved onto 
it at some unspecified time prior to November of 
1977. She testified she had been told by Myrtle Gun- 
derson, during that person’s lifetime, that the water 
rights had been lost ‘‘several years before,’’ and 
that Mrs. Gunderson had attempted to get them 
back but had been unsuccessful. Mrs. Hostetler stat- 
ed she did not know when the canal had last been 
used to irrigate the meadow. She testified the creek 
itself had been used for watering livestock. 

On November 3, 1977, an engineer from the De- 
partment of Water Resources visited the farm and 
he, together with Mr. Hostetler, inspected the site 
where the diversion dam had been. At that time 
only remnants of the dam remained, a post or two. 
Hostetler stated he had been told by ‘‘people’’ that 
the canal had not been used for 12 years. He had 
been farming the land himSelf for about a year anda 
half. 

Mr. Langhofer, the department engineer who in- 
spected the site with Hostetler on November 3, 1977, 
stated that Hostetler expressed an interest in using 
the water right for irrigation. The implication of 
the testimony is that the engineer must have in- 
formed Hostetler that there had been, up to that 
time, no actual cancellation of the appropriation. 
Langhofer testified that during the 6 years preceding 
November 3, 1977, he had visited the Gunderson 
canal about 10 times a year. At no time was there 
any water in the canal, although there was sufficient 
flow in the Lodgepole Creek so that diversion could 
have taken place had there been a diversion dam. 

After the engineer’s inspection on November 3, 
1977, Hostetler, on or about November 15, 1977, con- 
structed a temporary diversion dam. He statett he 
did this as a test to see if the water would flow into 
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the canal and ‘‘to get the right flow.’’ On that occa- 
sion the water flowed into the canal for a distance of 
about 100 feet. The documentary evidence indicates 
the canal is a little more than % mile in length. 
Hostetler did not, in November, put any water on the 
irrigable land. He did nothing afer that because of a 
snowstorm. 

Mrs. Hostetler argues that the diversion of water 
into the canal on November 15, 1977, about 3 months 
before the notice of hearing was served, constituted 
a beneficial use within the meaning of section 46- 
229.02, R. R. S. 1943. She also argues that the water- 
ing of cattle from the creek constituted a beneficial 
use for purposes of the appropriation. Her other 
contention is that good cause was shown for not can- 
celing the appropriation because there was no evi- 
dence to show the failure to use was the consequence 
of her neglect. As she was unaware until the 
engineer’s visit that there had been no cancellation 
and since she had reasonably assumed there was no 
existing right, the nonuse was not the result of volun- 
tary neglect on her part. 

It is plain the evidence justifies the conclusion that 
no use had been made of the appropriation for at 
least 6 years and probably much longer. Did the 
erection of the temporary diversion dam and the di- 
version of a small amount of water into the canal 
about November 15, 1977, constitute a beneficial use 
within the meaning of the statute? If it was such a 
beneficial use, does that use defeat the effect of 
more than 3 years of previous nonuse? 

Section 46-229, R. R. S. 1948, provides: ‘‘All 
appropriations for water must be for some benefi- 
cial or useful purpose, and when the appropriator or 
his successor in interest ceases to use it for such 
purpose the right ceases.’’ Where irrigation water 
has not been applied to the lands described in the ad- 
judicated appropriation for the statutory period of 3 
years, such nonuse, unless excused for some valid 
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reason, will result in the loss of the right and the 
State may cancel the appropriation in whole or in 
part. State v. Birdwood Irrigation District, 154 Neb. 
52, 46 N. W. 2d 884. , 

The parties to this litigation have not called to our 
attention any authorities from this jurisdiction 
which have precisely defined beneficial use. How- 
ever, the clear implication of our holdings in State v. 
Birdwood Irrigation District, supra, and Ker- 
senbrock v. Boyes, 95 Neb. 407, 145 N. W. 837, is that 
beneficial use requires, in the case of an appropria- 
tion for irrigation purposes, actual application of the 
water to the land for the purpose of irrigation. The 
courts of most jurisdictions seem to have defined 
beneficial use as including actual application of 
water to the land or other beneficial use within the 
ambit of the appropriation, e.g., power. Arizona v. 
California, 283 U.S. 4238, 51 8. Ct. 522, 75 L. Ed. 1154; 
Carlsbad Irr. Dist. v. Ford, 46 N. M. 335, 128 P. 2d 
1047; McCall v. Porter, 42 Ore. 49, 70 P. 820; Woods v. 
Sargent, 43 Colo. 268, 95 P. 932; 93 C. J. S., Waters, § 
178, p. 928. We hold, therefore, that the diversion of 
some amount of water into the ditch on or about No- 
vember 15, 1977, did not constitute a beneficial use 
within the meaning of sections 46-229 and 46-229.02, 
R. R.S. 1943. 

There is no substance to the contention that the 
use of the Lodgepole Creek to water cattle was a use 
within the meaning of the appropriation. It was 
clearly a beneficial use, but it was a riparian use, 
not a use pursuant to the appropriation which, by its 
terms, was for irrigation. We hold that to constitute 
a beneficial use within the meaning of the appropria- 
tion statute, the use must be one described in the ap- 
propriation. Kersenbrock v. Boyes, supra. 

Was beneficial use excused for any reason? Rea- 
sons which might excuse beneficial use would ap- 
pear to include the following: Unavailability of or 
insufficient water in the stream, State v. Delaware- 
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Hickman Ditch Co., 114 Neb. 806, 210 N. W. 279; and 
adequate moisture from natural precipitation so that 
diversion was unnecessary and would result in waste 
or violate principles of good husbandry, State v. Del- 
aware-Hickman Ditch Co., supra; State v. Birdwood 
Irrigation District, supra; North Loup River P. P. & 
I. Dist. v. Loup River P. P. Dist., 162 Neb. 22, 74 N. 
W. 2d 863. The record shows no reason which ex- 
cused the failure to make beneficial use of the ap- 
propriation. Mrs. Hostetler had no right of appro- 
priation independent of that of her predecessor in ti- 
tle. An unexcused nonuse by the appellant’s prede- 
cessor in title binds the appellant. State v. Nielsen, 
163 Neb. 372, 79 N. W. 2d 721. ; 
AFFIRMED. 


KEITH W. WHITE, APPELLANT, V. F'ERN M. WHITE, 
APPELLEE. 
280 N. W. 2d 78 


Filed June 19, 1979. No. 42373. 


1. ‘Divorce: Appeal and Error: Time. A decree of dissolution of 
marriage settling and dividing the property of the parties is not 
subject to appellate review respecting such division and assign- 
ment of property unless appeal is taken therefrom within the time 
provided by statute. When final it is res judicata as to the parties 

' on the award and assignment of property therein provided. 

2. Motions, Rules, and Orders: Appeal and Error. An appeal from 
an order nunc pro tunc is limited to whether that order was proper- 
ly made and does not afford appellant the right to appeal from the 
decree to which the order is directed. 

3. Motions, Rules, and Orders: Judgments. The proper function of, 
an order nunc pro tunc is to correct the record which has been 
made so it will truly reflect the action really had. The order must 
conform to and be no broader in its terms than the judgment or de-’ 
cree actually rendered. 


Appeal from the District Court for Antelope Coun- 
ty: Merritr C. WarREN, Judge. Affirmed. 
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Vince Kirby, for appellant. 
Jewell, Otte, Gatz, Collins & Domina, for appellee. 


Heard before BosLauGH, McCown, and BRopKEY, 
JJ., and Rist and Wo .r, District Judges. 


Rist, District Judge. 

This is an appeal from an order nunc pro tunc en- 
tered in an action for dissolution of marriage where- 
in the decree of dissolution was corrected to show le- 
gal descriptions of real estate and to provide that the 
decree and order act as a conveyance thereof to the 
parties to whom the real estate was awarded and as- 
signed. 

On February 18, 1978, after trial, a decree was en- 
tered dissolving the marriage of the parties, the 
court taking under advisement the issue of property 
settlement, alimony, debts, and costs. On May 9, 
1978, the court entered a further decree assigning 
various tracts of real estate to each of the parties 
and assigning to respondent wife ‘‘[t]he entire part- 
nership interest of the petitioner [husband] in the 
White Grain Co. partnership.’”’ The decree sub- 
jected the latter assignment to the condition that the 
remaining partners shall, on or before May 31, 1978, 
each file his consent with the court to the substitu- 
tion of the respondent as a partner in place of peti- 
tioner and waive his right to intervene in the dissolu- 
tion action with reference to the partnership proper- 
ty. The decree further provided that if such con- 
sents and waivers were not so filed, then the part- 
nership interest shall be assigned to petitioner and 
he shall be ordered to pay additional alimony in in- 
stallments to the respondent, the total thereof being 
the value placed on the partnership interest by the 
court. 

On May 30, 1978, the remaining partners filed their 
consent to the substitution of respondent as a part- 
ner and waived their right to intervene in this action 
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with respect to partnership property, reserving the 
right to withdraw the consent and waiver if the de- 
cree was modified or overruled. 

Both parties filed motions for new trial in mid- 
May 1978, petitioner alleging in part that the trial 
court had erred in assigning his partnership interest 
to respondent. Both motions were overruled on 
June 5, 1978, and no appeal was taken therefrom. 

On September 21, 1978, respondent filed a motion 
for an order nunc pro tunc to supply legal descrip- 
tions for the real estate referred to in the decree of 
May 9, 1978, and to provide that the decree and order 
nunc pro tunc act as a conveyance and transfer of 
the land to the parties as provided in the decree, in- 
cluding a description and transfer of the land includ- 
ed in the partnership interest in White Grain Co. 
The motion was heard on September 27, 1978, and or- 
der nunc pro tunc entered as prayed for. 

On October 6, 1978, petitioner filed a motion for 
new trial alleging that the trial court had erred in 
sustaining the motion for order nunc pro tunc inso- 
far as the same included the description and assign- 
ment of the real estate included in the partnership 
interest and that the decree and order should act as 
a conveyance thereof. The motion also asserted the 
order was contrary to the law and the evidence. 
This motion was overruled on October 6, 1978, and 
petitioner has appealed therefrom. 

The record in this case consists of the transcript 
and a bill of exceptions setting forth the statements 
of counsel and the court when petitioner’s motion for 
new trial was heard and overruled following the en- 
try of the order nunc pro tunc. There is no record of 
the evidence when the action was heard on its merits 
or of any other hearing. The only statements of con- 
sequence in the bill of exceptions are those in which 
the court announced it had in fact considered all the 
real estate at the time of decree, which is now legal- 
ly described in the order nunc pro tunc, and had con- 
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sidered the original decree as conveying the proper- 
ty as the same was assigned to the parties, but includ- 
ed language of conveyance in the order as a specif- 
ic statement on that matter. 

On appeal petitioner argues that the trial court 
erred in substituting the respondent as a partner in 
White Grain Co. and transferring the partnership in- 
terest to her, claiming that the court had no author- 
ity to do so. Respondent replies in substance that 
petitioner is out of time to raise this issue since the 
same was decided in the original decree and not 
appealed from, and that petitioner can now only 
challenge the order nunc pro tunc, not the original 
decree. 

We find respondent’s position to be correct. It is 
basic law requiring no citation that the original de- 
cree, not having been appealed from, governs the 
disposition of property therein provided for and, 
when final, is res judicata between the parties on the 
award and assignment of property contained there- 
in. Petitioner may not now challenge it on appeal 
from an order nunc pro tunc. Whatever complaints 
or arguments petitioner wished to raise with respect 
to the award of the partnership interest had to be 
raised in an appeal from the decree itself. This was 
not done and petitioner is foreclosed and estopped 
from raising them now. 

The order nunc pro tunc in this case does not en- 
large the judgment and decree as originally render- 
ed or change any rights as established in that de- 
cree. It only supplies omissions of legal descrip- 
tions of real estate which were in fact considered at 
the time of decree. That portion of the order relat- 
ing to the decree acting as a conveyance of such in- 
terest adds nothing to the legal effect of the decree. 
The order, therefore, on this record was proper. 
See Andrews v. Nebraska State Railway Commis- 
sion, 178 Neb. 799, 135 N. W. 2d 712. 

Accordingly, the action of the trial court is af- 
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firmed. Respondent is awarded an attorney’s fee of 
$500 with respect to this appeal, which is taxed to pe- 
titioner. 

AFFIRMED. 


STATE OF NEBRASKA, APPELLEE, V. JESSE E. SAMPSON, 
APPELLANT. 
280 N. W. 2d 81 


Filed June 19, 1979. No. 42406. 


1. Criminal Law: Intent. Because the intent with which an act is 
done exists only in the mind of the actor, its proof must be inferred 
from the act itself and from the facts surrounding the act. 

2. Criminal Law: Intent: Juries. Criminal intent is to be deter- 
mined from the evidence and surrounding circumstances, and is 
therefore for the jury. 

3. Criminal Law: Verdicts: Juries. The verdict of a jury must be 
sustained if, taking the view most favorable to the State, there is 
sufficient evidence to support it. 

4. Criminal Law: Probation and Parole. A sentencing court in pre- 
scribing probation may impose any conditions of probation that are 
authorized by statute to be imposed. 

5. _.:  _. This court will disturb an order of probation only 
where it appears from the record that in executing such order the 
sentencing court imposed a condition or conditions of probation 
which it was not authorized by statute to impose. 


Appeal from the District Court for Buffalo County: 
DEWAYNE WoLrF, Judge. Affirmed. 


Jacobsen, Orr & Nelson, for appellant. 


Paul L. Douglas, Attorney General, and Mel Kam- 
merlohr, for appellee. 


Heard before Krivosna, C. J., BoSLAUGH, McCown, 
CLINTON, BRODKEY, WHITE, and HastTINGs, JJ. 


KRIVOoSHA, C. J. 

Appellant appeals from a conviction finding him 
guilty of assault with intent to inflict great bodily 
harm in violation of section 28-413, R. R. 8. 1948. As 
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a result of the conviction, appellant was placed on 
probation for a term of 3 years. In addition, the 
trial court sentence directed appellant to serve 30 
days in the county jail of Buffalo County, Nebraska, 
and, after discharge from the county jail, to be 
placed on an alcohol treatment program which 
would include 30 days or more of inpatient counsel- 
ing and treatment followed by additional counseling 
and treatment as required by the probation officer. 

The trial court further ordered that in view of the 
fact there was a pending civil action by the victim, a 
Mr. Richard Bohaty, seeking to recover damages 
against appellant, the trial court would not at that 
time determine the amount of restitution which 
should be ordered paid by appellant to Bohaty as 
damages, but rather would, as a condition of proba- 
tion, establish a fund for the payment of the 
damages to the victim when determined. The court 
' therefore ordered appellant to pay into a restitution 
fund, to be held by the clerk of the District Court and 
to be available for payment to Bohaty, the sum of 
$200 per month. While the order did not specifically 
make it clear because it was a term and condition of 
probation, the payment of $200 per month would con- 
tinue for the 3 years that appellant was on probation, 
unless discontinued by further order of the court. In 
addition, as a condition of probation, appellant was 
fined the sum of $2,000 and the costs of the action. 

Appellant has appealed to this court assigning as 
errors: (1) That the State failed to prove the 
necesary specific intent essential to the crime of as- 
sault with intent to inflict great bodily injury; and 
(2) that the terms of the probation are excessive and 
constitute an abuse of the trial court’s discretion. 
We have examined the record in detail and disagree 
with the contentions of the appellant. Accordingly, 
the judgment of the trial court is affirmed. 

The evidence is without dispute that in the early 
morning hours of October 29, 1977, appellant fired a 
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gun while standing near a parked Volkswagen auto- 
mobile then occupied by Bohaty. In addition, appel- 
lant drove his vehicle into the rear of Bohaty’s 
Volkswagen pushing it to a fence some 40 feet away. 

Upon further examination, a bullet hole was found 
in Bohaty’s Volkswagen which passed from the driv- 
er’s side of the car through the driver’s door and in- 
to the passenger’s door. Further examination re- 
vealed two bullet fragments which were recovered 
from the passenger’s door of the Volkswagen. 

Following his arrest, appellant admitted he had 
fired the weapon, but maintained he had fired it in 
the air and for the purpose of scaring Bohaty. Like- 
wise, appellant admitted he had run into the back of 
the Volkswagen. Appellant maintains that while he 
did perform the acts described, he did not by doing 
so intend to inflict great bodily injury to Bohaty. 

The jury apparently chose to believe the State and 
reject the appellant’s claim. The criminal intent is 
to be determined from the evidence and surrounding 
circumstances, and was therefore for the jury to de- 
cide. State v. Johnsen, 197 Neb. 216, 247 N. W. 2d 
638. The verdict of a jury must be sustained if, tak- 
ing the view most favorable to the State, there is suf- 
ficient evidence to support it. State v. Coleman, 196 
Neb. 721, 246 N. W. 2d 61; State v. Johnsen, supra; 
State v. Lang, 197 Neb. 47, 246 N. W. 2d 608. Be- 
cause the intent with which an act is done exists only 
in the mind of the actor, its proof must be inferred 
from the act itself and from the facts surrounding 
the act. State v. Judd, 200 Neb. 344, 263 N. W. 2d 
487. It is difficult, if not impossible, to imagine one 
indiscriminately firing a gun into a car knowing it is 
occupied and still maintaining that the necessary in- 
tent to inflict great bodily harm is absent. The jury 
was justified in its conclusion, and we find no reason 
or basis to disagree. 

Appellant next contends that the conditions of pro- 
bation were excessive. All of the conditions of the 
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probation, including the fine of $2,000 and the order 
to pay money into a fund for restitution, were within 
the court’s statutory authority. A sentencing court 
in prescribing probation may impose any conditions 
of probation that are authorized by statute to be 
imposed. State v. Nuss, 190 Neb. 755, 212 N. W. 2d 
565. As a consequence, this court will disturb an or- 
der of probation only where it appears from the rec- 
ord that in executing such order the sentencing court 
imposed a condition or conditions of probation which 
it was not authorized by statute to impose. State v. 
Muggins, 192 Neb. 415, 222 N. W. 2d 289. In this 
case, the court was authorized to impose all of the 
conditions, and therefore we should not disturb it. 

To the extent that the order of the court may be in 
doubt, it should be clear that the payment of $200 per 
month to the fund for restitution should continue 
only during the term of probation or until further or- 
der of the trial court, and in no event should pay- 
ment be in excess of that amount for which appel- 
lant is ultimately determined to be liable. 

AFFIRMED. 


STATE OF NEBRASKA, APPELLEE, V. DOUGLAS A. WANT, 
APPELLANT. : 
280 N. W. 2d 83 
Filed June 19, 1979. No. 42623. 
Appeal from the District Court for Platte County: 
JOHN C. WHITEHEAD, Judge. Affirmed as modified. 
William H. Grant, for appellant. 


Paul L. Douglas, Attorney General, and C, C. Shel- 
don, for appellee. 


PER CURIAM. 
The defendant pleaded guilty to a charge of deliv- 
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ering and distributing marijuana and was sentenced 
to imprisonment for not less than 2 years and not 
more than 5 years. The applicable statutory penalty 
was not less than 1 year nor more than 5 years im- 
prisonment. 

On appeal the defendant contends, and the State 
concedes, that where an indeterminate sentence is 
pronounced, section 83-1,105 (1), R. R. 8. 1948, re- 
quires that ‘‘the minimum limit fixed by the court 
shall not be less than the minimum provided by law 
nor more than one-third of the maximum term 
xe OK? 

The minimum limit imposed by the trial court was 
more than one-third of the maximum term. The 
conviction of the defendant is affirmed. The sen- 
tence is modified to provide that the defendant shall 
be confined in the Nebraska Penal and Correctional 
Complex for a term of not less than 1 year 8 months 
and not more than 5 years. 

AFFIRMED AS MODIFIED. 


PaTRICIA HXLLIOTT, THROUGH AND BY HER MOTHER AND 
NEXT FRIEND, ET AL., APPELLANTS, V. EXLDIN J. 
E\BRLICH, DIRECTOR OF THE DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC 
WELFARE OF THE STATE OF NEBRASKA, ET AL., 
APPELLEES. 

280 N. W. 2d 637 


Filed June 26, 1979. No. 41975. 


1. Welfare and Assistance. Welfare benefits are not a fundamental 
right and neither the state nor the federal government is under a 
constitutional obligation to guarantee minimum levels of support. 

2. Constitutional Law: Statutes. If a statutory classification has 
some reasonable basis it does not offend the Constitution simply be- 
cause the classification is not made with mathematical nicety or 
because in practice it results in some inequality. A statutory dis- 
crimination will not be set aside if any set of facts reasonably may 
be conceived to justify it. . 

3. Welfare and Assistance: Constitutional Law. A state eligibility 


VoL. 203] JANUARY TERM, 1979 791 


Elliott v. Ehrlich 


standard that excludes persons eligible for assistance under federal 
AFDC standards violates the Social Security Act and is therefore 
invalid under the Supremacy Clause. 

4. Welfare and Assistance. In this state there is no legal obligation 
upon grandparents to support grandchildren. 

5. Welfare and Assistance: Statutes. Welfare benefits are a matter 
of statutory entitlement for persons qualified to receive them and 
refusal or termination involves state action that adjudicates impor- 
tant rights. 

6. Welfare and Assistance: Administrative Law: Constitutional 
Law. To the extent that regulation IX-4731 of the Nebraska State 
Department of Welfare creates an irrebuttable presumption that 
the income of maternal grandparents is contributed to the needs of 
an unborn grandchild, it denies equal protection and due process of 
law and is unconstitutional under the United States and Nebraska 
Constitutions. 


Appeal from the District Court for Scotts Bluff 
County: ALFRED J. Kortum, Judge. Reversed and 
remanded. 


David G. Challed of Dubuque Area Legal Services 
and David J. Clegg of Western Nebraska Legal Serv- 
ices, Inc., for appellants. 


Paul L. Douglas, Attorney General, and Royce N. 
Harper, for appellees. 


Heard before Krivosnua, C. J., BosLaucu, McCown, 
CLINTON, BRODKEY, WHITE, and HASTINGS, JJ. 


McCown, J. 

This is an appeal by plaintiffs from a judgment of 
the District Court affirming a final administrative 
decision of the State Department of Public Welfare 
denying applications of the plaintiffs for aid to 
dependent children benefits on behalf of the unborn 
child of each of the plaintiffs. 

The plaintiffs, Patricia Elliott and Ruth L. Elliott, 
were 17 and 16 years old respectively at the times 
relevant here. They were living in the home of their 
mother, Grace Mart, in Scottsbluff, Nebraska, at the 
time the applications here were made, and both girls 
were unmarried and pregnant. In addition to the 
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plaintiffs, Grace Mart’s son was also a member of 
the household, although he was away at college. 

On November 3, 1976, the county department of 
public welfare notified plaintiffs that their applica- 
tions for aid to dependent children and medical ex- 
pense benefits had been rejected because plaintiffs 
were not deprived of parental support or care. 

Plaintiffs appealed to the Director of the State De- 
partment of Public Welfare and a hearing was held 
on December 3, 1976. The evidence at the hearing 
established that because of the plaintiffs’ pregnan- 
cies they required more fruits, vegetables, and milk, 
and needed vitamin supplements. They needed new 
clothes because their old ones no longer fit, and they 
were unable to walk for exercise because of inade- 
quate clothing for winter. Plaintiffs were unable to 
afford such needed items because they had no mon- 
ey. The mother of the plaintiffs, with whom they 
were living, had monthly take-home pay of $480, plus 
$100 in child support. She testified that she could 
not afford to pay the pregnancy expenses of her 
daughters. 

The hearing examiner found that there were six 
persons in the family unit, Grace Mart, her three 
children, and the two unborn children of the plain- 
tiffs, and that the income of Grace Mart was sub- 
stantially in excess of the $429 per month need stand- 
ard for a family unit of six, and found that the ap- 
plications of the plaintiffs for benefits should be re- 
jected. The Director of the State Department of 
Public Welfare consequently affirmed the previous 
action of the county division of public welfare and 
rejected the plaintiffs’ applications. 

The plaintiffs filed a petition for review of the ac- 
tion of the Director of the State Welfare Department 
in the District Court for Scotts Bluff County. The 
petition of the plaintiffs alleged that the basis of the 
rejection of plaintiffs’ applications was regulation 
IX-4731 of the Nebraska Department of Public Wel- 
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fare which provides, among other things: ‘‘Respon- 
sibility of parents for a pregnant minor includes re- 
sponsibility for the unborn child.’’ The petition al- 
leged that the regulation was unconstitutional be- 
cause it was a usurpation of the legislative power; 
because the regulation arbitrarily created classifica- 
tions of pregnant minors which had no rational basis 
and constituted a denial of equal protection; and be- 
cause classification of unborn children of pregnant 
minors living at home rested on the irrebuttable pre- 
sumption that the income of a grandparent would be 
available for the benefit of an unborn grandchild, 
and the presumption was arbitrary and in violation 
of due process. 

The matter was tried in the District Court in Octo- 
ber 1977 on the transcript from the county welfare 
department hearing and other evidence. The record 
establishes that plaintiff, Ruth L. Elliott, gave birth 
to a son on March 9, 1977, and plaintiff, Patricia El- 
liott, gave birth to a son on March 21, 1977. The 
plaintiffs prayed for a retroactive award of aid to 
dependent children benefits for the months of No- 
vember 1976, December 1976, January 1977, and Feb- 
ruary 1977, totaling $640 for the unborn child of each 
plaintiff, and retroactive medical assistance benefits 
for the same period. On December 12, 1977, the Dis- 
trict Court affirmed the order of the State Director 
of Public Welfare denying benefits, and this appeal 
followed. 

Some background information is necessary. The 
basic grant in aid program for aid to dependent chil- 
dren was established by the federal government 
through the Social Security Act codified as 42 U. S. 
C. A., section 601 et seq. The act provides specific 
guidelines as to how state plans are to be set up and 
provides that ‘‘all individuals wishing to make appli- 
cation for aid to families with dependent children 
shall have opportunity to do so, and that aid to fam- 
ilies with dependent children shall * * * be furnished 
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with reasonable promptness to all eligible individ- 
uals * * *,”? 42U.8.C. A. § 602 (a) (10). (Emphasis 
supplied.) 

The federal act defines dependent child and does 
not specifically include an unborn child within that 
definition but is silent on the question. However, the 
Department of Health, Education and Welfare has 
promulgated a regulation which provides that feder- 
al fund participation is available in payments with 
respect to an unborn child when the fact of preg- 
nancy has been determined by medical diagnosis. 
The practice of the department has been to make 
payments for unborn children an optional matter 
with the states. The United States Supreme Court 
has held that states are not required to include un- 
born children within the meaning of dependent child 
but may receive federal funds for unborn children at 
their option. Burns v. Alcala, 420 U. 8S. 575, 95 S. Ct. 
1180, 43 L. Ed. 2d 469. Nebraska has a statutory 
plan for receiving and dispensing aid to dependent 
children benefits including those for unborn chil- 
Gren. See § 43-501 et seq., R. R. 8. 1943, as amended. 

Section 43-504 (2), R. S. Supp., 1978, defines depend- 
ent child substantially in conformity with the fed- 
eral statute but also provides: ‘‘Only for the pur- 
pose of awarding aid to dependent children pay- 
ments, the term dependent child shall include un- 
born children. As soon as it is medically deter- 
mined that pregnancy exists, application may be 
made for initial eligibility or an increase in an exist- 
ing unit budget.’’ (Emphasis supplied.) This sub- 
section became effective May 13, 1975. 

The State Welfare Department has adopted regula- 
tion IX-4731, which provides: ‘‘Unborn Children: 
In the ADC budget an unborn child shall be budgeted 
in the same manner as any other child. The unborn 
child shall be included in the household and in the 
unit when using the standard table (IX-4641). Re- 
sponsibility of parents for a pregnant minor includes 
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responsibility for the unborn child.”’ 

Obviously regulation IX-4731 applies only to un- 
born children and consequently does not apply once 
the child is born. Unmarried pregnant minors not 
living with their parents and unmarried pregnant 
adults, whether living with their parents or not, are 
treated as a separate ‘‘unit.’’ Once the child is 
born, mother and child are treated as a separate 
unit, whether the mother is an adult or a minor, and 
whether she lives in the home of her parents or not. 
Regulation IX-4731 is, therefore, applied only during. 
pregnancy and only in the case of an unmarried 
pregnant minor who is living with her parent or par- 
ents. 

The thrust of the plaintiffs’ contentions here is that 

regulation IX-4731 creates an irrebuttable presump- 
tion that when an unmarried pregnant minor is liv- 
ing in the home of her parent or parents, the pro- 
spective grandparents provide support for the un- 
born child, whether or not any support is actually 
provided, thus denying plaintiffs equal protection 
and due process of law. 
' The plaintiffs contend that the regulation has es- 
tablished different classifications of needs for un- 
born children. Under the challenged regulation an 
unborn child has no needs which are separate and 
distinct from those of its mother and maternal 
grandparents if the prospective mother is an unmar- 
ried minor and lives in the home of her own parents. 
If the prospective mother is an unmarried minor 
and does not live in the home of her parents, or is 19 
years old or older, whether she lives in the home of 
her parents or elsewhere, her unborn child does 
have needs which are separate and distinct from 
those of its mother and maternal grandparents. 

The irrebuttable presumption created by the reg- 
ulations of the welfare department includes the total 

‘amount of income of the maternal grandparents of 
an unborn child as income available for its needs if 
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the minor mother lives with her parents regardless 
of whether any income is actually contributed. That 
irrebuttable presumption does not apply to any other 
classification of unborn children, nor any other clas- 
sification of unmarried pregnant women. Neither 
does it apply in any case after the child is born. In- 
stead a new ‘‘unit’’ is created consisting of the 
mother and child. 

Welfare benefits are not a fundamental right and 
neither the state nor the federal government is un- 
der any sort of constitutional obligation to guarantee 
minimum levels of support. Lavine v. Milne, 424 U. 
S. 577, 96 S. Ct. 1010, 47 L. Ed. 2d 249. 

‘In the area of economics and social welfare, a 
State does not violate the Equal Protection Clause 
merely because the classifications made by its laws 
are imperfect. If the classification has some ‘rea- 
sonable basis,’ it does not offend the Constitution 
simply because the classification ‘is not made with 
mathematical nicety or because in practice it re- 
sults in some inequality.’ * * * ‘A statutory discrim- 
ination will not be set aside if any state of facts 
reasonably may be conceived to justify it.’ ’’ Dand- 
ridge v. Williams, 397 U. S. 471, 90 S. Ct. 1153, 25 L. 
Eid. 2d 491. 

Under federal ADC regulations only the net in- 
come that is actually contributed by a person who is 
not a ‘‘parent’’ may be considered in determining 
need. See 45 C. F. R. § 233.90 (a). 

In Townsend v. Swank, 404 U. S. 282, 92 S. Ct. 502, 
30 L. Ed. 2d 448, the Supreme Court held that a state 
eligibility standard that excludes persons eligible for 
assistance under federal AFDC standards violates 
the Social Security Act and is therefore invalid un- 
der the Supremacy Clause. 

In King v. Smith, 392 U. S. 309, 88 S. Ct. 2128, 20 L. 
Ed. 2d 1118, the Supreme Court of the United States 
determined that AFDC regulations properly exclud- 
ed from consideration resources which are merely 


VOL. 203] JANUARY TERM, 1979 797 


Elliott v. Ehrlich 


assumed to be available to the needy individual and 
said: ‘‘We believe Congress intended the term ‘par- 
ent’ in § 406 (a) of the Act, 42 U. S. C. § 606 (a), to 
include only those persons with a legal duty of sup- 
port.’’ Since the repeal of section 68-101, R. R. S. 
1943, in 1969, in Nebraska there has been no legal ob- 
ligation upon grandparents to support grandchil- 
dren. Neither do grandparents as such stand in loco 
parentis to their grandchildren. See 59 Am. Jur. 2d, 
Parent and Child, § 89, at p. 185. 

In Boines v. Lavine, 44 A. D. 2d 765, 354 N. Y. S. 2d 
252, the court held: ‘‘An unborn child has needs sep- 
arate and distinct from its mother for which its 
grandparents (applicant’s parents) are not legally 
responsible. ** * Absent an obligation of support 
owing by the grandparents for the needs of a minor 
child or an unborn infant, their resources and in- 
come are irrelevant and should not be the subject of 
a hearing under subdivision c of section 349 of the 
Social Services Law. We agree with the conclusion 
reached by Special Term, however, that this appli- 
cant was entitled to an aid for dependent children 
grant to meet the needs of her unborn infant al- 
though she was not a recipient of public assistance. 
The legislative and departmental regulations recog- 
nize that unborn children have needs separate and 
independent from those of its mother; that they are, 
therefore, eligible for public assistance and included 
among those benefited. * * * The State’s statutes and 
regulations may not be construed inconsistently with 
the Federal statute which controls the disbursement 
of these funds * * *.”’ 

Regulation IX-4731 creates an irrebuttable pre- 
sumption that a maternal grandparent, who has no 
legal duty to support an unborn grandchild, actually 
contributes all income required for the needs of the 
unborn child. Statutes creating a permanent irre- 
buttable presumption have long been disfavored un- 
der the Due Process Clauses of the Fifth and Four- 
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teenth Amendments. See Vlandis v. Kline, 412 U. Ss. 
441, 93S. Ct. 2230, 37 L. Ed. 2d 63. 

Welfare benefits are a matter of statutory entitle- 
ment for persons qualified to receive them. Their 
termination involves state action that adjudicates 
important rights. Goldberg v. Kelly, 397 U. S. 254, 
90S. Ct. 1011, 25 L. Ed. 2d 287. 

It may be reasonable to assume that the parents of 
an unmarried pregnant minor will support the needs 
of the unborn child but that assumption is not always 
true. It is not difficult to imagine many situations in 
which prospective grandparents might refuse to sup- 
port the needs of an unborn child. It is arbitrary 
and unreasonable to create such an irrebuttable pre- 
sumption during the time the unmarried pregnant 
minor lives with her parents but transform it into a 
rebuttable presumption the moment she leaves her 
parents’ residence or the moment her child is born. 
The state’s interest in administrative ease and cer- 
tainty cannot save the conclusive presumption of the 
‘regulation from invalidity under the Due Process 
Clause where there are other reasonable and practi-, 
cable means of establishing the pertinent facts of ac- 
tual contribution. If those facts can be ascertained, 
as they are now being ascertained in other cases in- 
volving unmarried pregnant minors not living at 
home, and all unmarried minor mothers, whether 
living at home or not, there is no valid reason they 
cannot be ascertained with respect to an unmarried 
pregnant minor living at home. 

Regulation [X-4731, to the extent that it creates an 
irrebuttable presumption that the income of mater- 
nal grandparents is contributed to the needs of an 
unborn grandchild, denies the plaintiffs equal pro- 
tection of the law and due process of law and is in- 
valid and unconstitutional under the United States 
and Nebraska Constitutions. The evidence in the 
record fails to establish the amounts that the grand- 
mother of the unborn children here actually contrib- 
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uted to their needs, and because of the regulation 
no evidence was presented on that issue. 

The judgment of the District Court is therefore re- 
versed and the cause remanded to the District Court 
for further proceedings in accordance with this opin- 
ion. 

REVERSED AND REMANDED. 


GREAT PLAINS INSURANCE COMPANY, INc., A NEBRASKA 
CORPORATION, APPELLANT, V. DONALD J. KALHORN ET 
AL., APPELLEES. 

280 N. W. 2d 642 


Filed June 26, 1979. No. 42164. 


1. Insurance: Contracts. Ambiguities in an insurance policy should 
be construed against the insurer and if a policy is fairly susceptible 
of two constructions and one affords coverage and the other does 
not, then the construction which affords coverage should be 
adopted. Complexity is not the same as ambiguity. 

—__: WW. An insurance policy is a contract between the insur- 
ance company and the insured. As such, the insurance company 
has the right to limit its liability by including those limitations in 
the policy definitions. If those definitions are clearly stated and 
unambiguous, the insurance company is entitled to have those 
terms enforced. 


Appeal from the District Court for Douglas Coun- 
ty: SAMUEL P. Canicuia, Judge. Reversed and re- 
manded with directions. 


Jeffrey A. Silver, for appellant. 


Michael J. Lehan, for appellee Jensen. James R. 
Coe of Carpenter, Fitzgerald & Coe, P. C., for appel- 
lee Kalhorn. David L. Herzog, for appellees Owens. 


Heard before BosLtaucH, McCown, CLINTON, and 
BRODKEY, JJ., and WinpRuM, District Judge. 


BRODKEY, J. 
Plaintiff-appellant, Great Plains Insurance Com- 
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pany, Inc., hereinafter referred to as Great Plains 
or plaintiff, has filed a declaratory judgment action 
against the defendants-appellees, Donald J. Kal- 
horn, Earl W. Owens, Linda Owens, and Glen G. 
Jensen, to obtain an interpretation and determina- 
tion of the rights of the parties under a certain auto- 
mobile liability insurance policy issued by Great 
Plains to the Owens’ insuring a certain 1974 Chevro- 
let pickup truck for use in both pleasure and busi- 
ness. During the pendency of the action, Great 
Plains filed a motion for summary judgment which, 
after a hearing thereon, the court overruled, making 
findings of both facts and law relative to the issues 
in the case. The matter was thereafter assigned for 
trial to another judge, and was tried to the court pur- 
suant to stipulated facts, which are not in dispute in 
this appeal. 

It appears that on the date of the accident involved 
herein, August 9, 1976, the truck was being driven by 
defendant Kalhorn, with the permission of Owens, 
and was pulling a tandem trailer in a northerly di- 
rection on Interstate Highway No. 680 in Omaha, Ne- 
- braska, when a spare tire attached to the trailer 
worked loose and rolled down the interstate, collid- 
ing with an automobile being driven by defendant 
Jensen, and causing damage to the vehicle driven by 
Jensen. Jensen subsequently filed an action to recov- 
er damages, resulting from that accident, from 
Kalhorn and the Owens’. It was stipulated by all the 
parties that the truck and the trailer were being 
used for business purposes at the time of the acci- 
dent. It is the contention of Great Plains that its 
policy does not provide coverage under the facts of 
this case, and it has appealed to this court from the 
judgment of the District Court for Douglas County 
finding that coverage did exist under the policy, and 
requiring Great Plains to defend and indemnify de- 
fendant Kalhorn in the lawsuit brought by defendant 
Jensen. 
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The resolution of this issue necessitates the exam- 
ination of the policy in question, and particularly the 
definitions contained therein pertinent to the ques- 
tion presented to us. To begin with, the policy pro- 
vides: ‘“‘The company will pay on behalf of the in- 
sured all sums which the insured shall become le- 
gally obligated to pay as damages because of bodily 
injury or property damage, arising out of the owner- 
ship, maintenance or use of an owned automobile or 
a non-owned automobile, and the company shall de- 
fend any suit alleging such bodily injury or property 
damage and seeking damages which are payable un- 
der the terms of this policy, even if any of the allega- 
tions of the suit are groundless, false or fraudulent; 
but the company may make such investigation and 
settlement of any claim or suit as it deems expedi- 
ent. * **.’’ In the definition section of the policy, it 
is provided: ‘‘ ‘automobile’ ’’ means a four wheel 
land motor vehicle designed for use principally upon 
public roads, and, * * *, includes a utility trailer, 
while used therewith, * * *.’’ The parties concede 
that the truck involved herein was ‘‘designed for use 
principally upon public roads.’’ The term ‘‘owned 
automobile”’ is defined in the policy as meaning: 
‘‘(a) a private passenger or utility automobile de- 
scribed in this policy, ***.’’ ‘‘Private passenger 
automobile’ is defined as meaning: ‘‘a private pas- 
senger or station wagon type automobile; * * *.”’ 
“Utility automobile’ is defined as meaning: ‘‘an 
automobile of the truck type with a load capacity of 
fifteen hundred pounds or less not used for business 
or commercial purposes other than farming; * * *.”’ 
The policy defines ‘‘utility trailer’? to mean: ‘‘(1) a 
trailer designed for use with a private passenger 
automobile, if not being used for business or com- 
mercial purposes with other than a private passen- 
ger or utility automobile, * * *.’’ Counsel for Great 
Plains concedes that the trailer in question was de- 
signed for use with a private passenger automobile, 
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but points out the additional requirements that in or- 
der to be considered a ‘‘utility trailer’ the trailer 
may not be used for business or commercial pur- 
poses with other than a private passenger or utility 
automobile. He points out that the truck in question 
was not a private passenger automobile under the 
definition of that term in the policy, and also that the 
truck was not a ‘‘utility automobile’ under the defini- 
tion because it was used for business or commercial 
purposes other than farming. He therefore argues 
that there is no coverage provided under the policy 
for any damage that resulted from the accident in 
question, because both the truck and the trailer were 
being used for business purposes at the time of the 
accident, notwithstanding the policy itself covers 
both business and pleasure use. 

Counsel for defendants argues, however, that the 
policy provisions are ambiguous, that the endorse- 
ment page of the policy shows that the insured vehi- 
cle was the 1974 pickup truck, and that in the policy 
the term ‘‘automobile’’ specifically includes a utility 
trailer when used therewith. He points out, how- 
ever, that the definition of ‘‘utility automobile’’ ex- 
cludes its use in business, and the definition for 
“utility trailer’’ excludes its use in business unless 
used with a private passenger or utility automobile. 
He argues that the clearer meaning is that the policy 
transforms a pickup truck used for business with a 
utility trailer to a utility automobile, and refers to 
the findings of Judge Murphy who, after hearing the 
motion for summary judgment, stated: ‘‘Plaintiff, 
having insured the specific Chevrolet for use in pleas- 
ure and business, cannot now successfully argue 
that, because it was used for business, it became un- 
insured. Having thus transformed a truck into a 
utility automobile, plaintiff is now powerless to undo 
what it did, or to eradicate the underlined portion of 
its own definition.’’ The underlined portion referred 
to by Judge Murphy, as contained in his order, is in 
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the definition of ‘‘utility trailer’’ which he defines as 
“a trailer not being used for commercial or business 
purposes with other than a private passenger or util- 
ity automobile.” 

In reply to the arguments advanced by counsel for 
the defendants, Great Plains points out there is no 
question that in the declaration page of their policy 
they insure the 1974 Chevrolet pickup truck for busi- 
ness and pleasure and that they do not seek by defini- 
tions to take away that coverage. They contend the 
only reason the definition of ‘‘utility automobile”’ is 
in the policy is to determine whether or not the 
trailer is or is not a ‘‘utility trailer.’’ They concede 
that if it is a ‘‘utility trailer’’ then they owe the cov- 
erage, but if it is not a ‘‘utility trailer,’’ then they 
do not owe the coverage. They contend that if the 
truck is used for business, then it is not a utility 
automobile, and that if you have a trailer being 
pulled by the truck that is being used in business, 
there is no coverage. They argue that the reason 
for the definitions in the policy is to differentiate be- 
tween the vehicle that is insured, and something else 
the vehicle may be pulling. 

In Hartford Acc. & Ind. Co. v. Olson Bros., Inc., 
187 Neb. 179, 188 N. W. 2d 699 (1971), we stated: ‘‘We 
are not unmindful of the principles that ambiguities 
must be construed against the insurer and if a policy 
is fairly susceptible of two constructions and one af- 
fords coverage and the other does not then the con- 
struction which affords coverage must be adopted. 
There is no ambiguity in the policy. Complexity is 
not the same as ambiguity.’’ (Emphasis supplied.) 
In the instant case we conclude that while there is, 
undoubtedly, complexity involved in the policy pro- 
visions, there is no ambiguity. An insurance policy 
is a contract between the insurance company and 
the insured. As such, the insurance company has 
the right to limit its liability by including those limi- 
tations in the policy definitions. If those definitions 
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are clearly stated and unambiguous, the insurance 
company is entitled to have those terms enforced. 
We conclude that since, in this case, both the truck 
and the trailer were being used for business pur- 
poses at the time of the accident in question, the 
trailer, by definition, was not a ‘‘utility trailer’’ and, 
therefore, the policy issued by Great Plains afforded 
no coverage to the defendants. For the reasons 
stated above, the judgment of the District Court 
must be reversed and the cause remanded to the 
District Court with directions to enter judgment for 
plaintiff as prayed for in its amended petition. 
REVERSED AND REMANDED WITH 
DIRECTIONS. 


Epwin A. DAVIDSON ET AL., APPELLANTS, V. TERRY 
SIMMONS, A MINOR CHILD, ET AL., APPELLEES. 
280 N. W. 2d 645 


Filed June 26, 1979. No. 42231. 


1. Motions, Rules, and Orders: Judgments: Evidence. A motion 
for judgment notwithstanding the verdict must be treated as an ad- 
mission of the truth of all material and relevant evidence submit- 
ted on behalf of the party against whom the motion is directed. 
Such party is entitled to have every controverted fact resolved in 
his favor and to have the benefit of every inference which can rea- 
sonably be deduced from the evidence. 

2. Conspiracy: Proof. A conspiracy need not be established by di- 
rect evidence of the acts charged, but may, and generally must, be 
proved by a number of indefinite acts, conditions, and circum- 
stances which vary according to the purpose to be accomplished. 

3. Conspiracy: Damages. A conspiracy between the parties having 
been once established, whatever was done in pursuance of it by one 
of the conspirators is to be considered as the act of all, and all are 
liable irrespective of the fact that they did not actively participate 
in the particular act and irrespective of the extent to which they 
benefited by it. 


Appeal from the District Court for Buffalo County: 
DEWAYNE Wo LF, Judge. Reversed. 
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Knapp, State, Yeagley, Mues & Sidwell, for appel- 
lants. 


Jacobsen, Orr & Nelson, for appellees Farquhar. 


Heard before Krivosua, C. J., McCown, CLINTON, 
and Bropkey, JJ., and KNnEIFL, District Judge. 


McCown, J. 

In this action the plaintiff, a police officer, seeks 
damages for personal injuries sustained when he 
was struck on the head with a hammer while investi- 
gating a burglary. The action was brought against 
the three minor defendants on allegations that they 
were engaged in a civil conspiracy to commit the 
burglary. The parents of the minor defendants were 
joined under statutory authorization for imposition 
of limited liability upon parents for willful and inten- 
tional infliction of personal injuries by their minor 
children. The jury found for the plaintiff and 
against each of the minor defendants, jointly and 
severally, and assessed total damages at $35,000. 
That total amount included judgment against the par- 
ents of the minor defendants in the total amount of 
$1,819.22, but not exceeding $1,000 as to each couple, 
under section 43-801, R. R. S. 1943. The District Court 
entered judgment against the respective defendants 
in accordance with the verdict. The parental de- 
fendants filed motions for judgment notwithstanding 
the verdict, as did the minor defendant, Robert Far- 
quhar. The District Court overruled all motions for 
judgment notwithstanding the verdict except the 
motions on behalf of the minor defendant, Robert 
Farquhar, and his parents, which motions were sus- 
tained. Plaintiff has appealed from the order sus- 
taining the Farquhar motions for judgment notwith- 
standing the verdict. 

On the evening of December 29, 1975, the three mi- 
nor defendants, Robert Farquhar, age 16, Gregory 
Evans, age 18, and Terry Simmons, age 16, were rid- 
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ing around in Kearney, Nebraska, in a pickup be- 
longing to Eivans’ father. After drinking beer and 
riding around town for approximately an hour, Rob- 
ert Farquhar suggested that the trio break into a 
business in order to get some money. He suggested 
a bookstore because he knew how to get into it. At 
approximately 1:30 a.m., on December 30, 1975,. the 
trio made an unsuccessful attempt to break into the 
bookstore. During this attempted break-in Sim- 
mons stayed in the pickup and Farquhar and Evans 
broke into the building housing the bookstore. After 
some period of time Farquhar and Evans gave up 
the attempt to get into the bookstore and returned to 
the pickup at approximately 2 a.m. 

The trio then rode around town for approximately 
half an hour and discussed breaking into some other 
building. During that time they stopped the pickup 
in the alley behind a building at 1970 Central Avenue 
which housed a slot-track racing establishment 
known as ‘‘The Track.’’ Simmons got out of the 
pickup and broke a window near the back door. 
Simmons returned to the pickup and the three de- 
fendants drove around the vicinity for approximate- 
ly 15 minutes to make sure there were no people on 
the street in the area. They then returned to the al- 
ley in the rear of ‘‘The Track.’’ This time Simmons 
and Evans broke into the building and Farquhar 
waited in the pickup. 

Shortly before 3 a.m., the Kearney police depart- 
ment was notified that a burglary was in progress at 
“‘The Track’’ and five policemen proceeded to the 
scene, including the plaintiff, Captain Edwin A. Da- 
vidson. Two police officers arrived first and drove 
into the alley to the rear of the building where they 
observed a pickup truck directly across the alley 
from the rear of the building. The engine was run- 
ning and a person was observed inside the pickup. 
One of the officers circled around to approach the 
pickup, but when he reached it the person who had 
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been seen inside the pickup was gone. That individ- 
ual was later identified as the defendant, Robert 
Farquhar. 

Two more officers arrived at the scene and cov- 
ered the front of the building. The plaintiff arrived 
at the rear of the building where he instructed one 
officer to stand guard while the plaintiff and another 
officer entered the building through a rear door, 
which was ajar. As the two officers moved through 
the building with flashlights, they heard a noise and 
saw a figure move. As the plaintiff cautiously 
worked around a doorway he was struck on the head 
and knocked to his knees. The assailant was sub- 
dued after a struggle and was later identified as the 
defendant, Terry Simmons. Evans was arrested at 
the front of the building when he broke through a 
large window. Farquhar was identified and ar- 
rested at his home later. 

The plaintiff sustained a skull fracture and cere- 
bral contusions. He remained in the hospital for a 
week and spent nearly a month thereafter convales- 
cing at home. He returned to light work thereafter 
and to full duty in March 1976. His hospital and 
medical expenses were $1,819.22. 

The Farquhars contend that the evidence of a con- 
spiracy is insufficient to submit to the jury because 
it does not establish the existence of a conspiracy to 
strike and injure the plaintiff, and that act was out- 
side the scope of the burglary conspiracy and cannot 
result in liability on the part of the Farquhars. The 
plaintiff asserts that if a conspiracy is conceived and 
executed and injury results from an act of one con- 
spirator in the course of the conspiracy, the person 
injured has a right of action against all the conspira- 
tors, and the evidence of Farquhar’s active partici- 
pation in the conspiracy to burglarize was sufficient 
for submission to the jury. 

Where the facts adduced to sustain an issue are 
such that reasonable minds can draw but one con- 
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clusion therefrom, it is the duty of the court to de- 
cide the question, as a matter of law, rather than 
submit it to a jury for determination. Mimick v. 
Beatrice Foods Co., 167 Neb. 470, 93 N. W. 2d 627. 

A motion for a directed verdict or for a judgment 
notwithstanding the verdict must be treated as an 
admission of the truth of all material and relevant 
evidence submitted on behalf of the party against 
whom the motion is directed. Such party is entitled 
to have every controverted fact resolved in his favor 
and to have the benefit of every inference which can 
reasonably be deduced from the evidence. The bur- 
den of establishing a cause of action by circumstan- 
tial evidence requires that such evidence, to be suffi- 
cient to sustain a verdict or require submission of a 
case to a jury, shall be of such character and the cir- 
cumstances so related to each other that a conclu- 
sion fairly and reasonably arises that the cause of 
action has been proved. Hosford v. Doherty, 198 
Neb. 211, 252 N. W. 2d 154. 

This court has recognized a cause of action for 
damages resulting from a civil conspiracy. The ac- 
tion is for damages caused by acts committed pursu- 
ant to a formed conspiracy rather than by the con- 
spiracy itself, and unless something is actually done 
by one or more of the conspirators which results in 
damage, no civil action lies against anyone. The 
principal element of conspiracy is an agreement or 
understanding between two or more persons to in- 
flict a wrong against or injury upon another. Work- 
man v. Workman, 174 Neb. 471, 118 N. W. 2d 764. 

A conspiracy need not be established by direct evi- 
dence of the acts charged, but may, and generally 
must, be proved by a number of indefinite acts, con- 
ditions, and circumstances which vary according to 
the purpose to be accomplished. If it be proved that 
defendants, by their acts, pursued the same object, 
although by different means, one performing one 
part and another another part, with a view to the 
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attainment of the same object, the conclusion is jus- 
tified that they were engaged in a conspiracy to ef- 
fect that object. Stillinger & Napier v. Central 
States Grain Co., Inc., 164 Neb. 458, 82 N. W. 2d 637. 

A case very similar on its facts supports the appli- 
cation of the Napier rule in the present case. In 
Tabb v. Norred, 277 So. 2d 223 (La. App., 1973), two 
boys burglarized a school. They were discovered in 
the act. One of the boys attempted to escape but was 
caught. The other boy fired shots at the officers, 
wounding one, escaped, and was later caught. Both 
boys were sued in a civil case by the wounded offi- 
cer. The one who had not fired the shots asserted 
that he was not liable because he did not assist in the 
shooting, nor encourage the other boy to shoot the 
plaintiff. The court found both defendants liable. 
The court determined that by entering into a con- 
spiracy to commit burglary and then joining in the 
execution of that conspiracy, the defendant who had 
not fired the shots nonetheless actively assisted and 
encouraged the commission of any acts which were 
incidental to the execution of the conspiracy. The 
shooting was an act which could reasonably have 
been anticipated when the conspiracy to commit 
burglary was executed. 

In the Stillinger & Napier v. Central States Grain 
Co., Inc., case, supra, this court said: ‘ ‘There is 
no question but that the conspiracy between the par- 
ties having been once established, whatever was 
done in pursuance of it by one of the conspirators is 
to be considered as the act of all, and all are liable 
irrespective of the fact they did not actively partici- 
pate therein or the extent to which they benefited 
thereby. It is sufficient if the proof shows such a 
concert of action in the commission of the unlawful 
act or such other facts and circumstances from 
which the natural inference arises that the unlawful 
overt act was in furtherance of a common design, in- 
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tention and purpose of the alleged conspirators to 
commit the same.’ ’’ 

In the present case the evidence of Farquhar’s 
participation in the conspiracy was more than suffi- 
cient to go to the jury. It cannot be said that reason- 
able minds could not differ, nor that Farquhar was 
not a part of any conspiracy to commit burglary, as 
a matter of law. The jury determined the issue by 
its verdict, and the plaintiff is entitled to have every 
controverted fact resolved in his favor and to have 
the benefit of every inference which can reasonably 
be deduced from the evidence. 

The order of the District Court entering judgment 
notwithstanding the verdict was erroneous. That or- 
der is reversed and set aside and the verdict and 
judgment for the plaintiff against Robert Farquhar, 
Robert M. Farquhar, and Betty C. Farquhar is rein- 
stated. 

REVERSED. 


STATE OF NEBRASKA, APPELLEE, V. EDWARD L. Munn, 
APPELLANT. 
280 N. W. 2d 649 


Filed June 26, 1979. No. 42289. 


1. Criminal Law: Instructions: Lesser-Included Offenses. It is not 
error to refuse a jury instruction on a lesser-included offense unless, 
under a different but reasonable view, the evidence is sufficient to 
establish guilt of the lesser offense and also leave a reasonable 
doubt as to some particular element included in the greater offense 
but not the lesser. 

2. Criminal Law. The criminal code which became effective January 
1, 1979, is not applicable to offenses committed prior to its effective 
date. 


Appeal from the District Court for Douglas Coun- 
ty: Joun C. Burke, Judge. Affirmed. 


Thomas M. Kenney, Douglas County Public De- 
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fender, Bennett G. Hornstein, Stanley A. Krieger, 
and Daniel K. Powers, for appellant. 


Paul L. Douglas, Attorney General, and Ruth 
Anne E. Galter, for appellee. 


Heard before KrivosHa, C. J., BosLauGH, McCown, 
CLINTON, BRoDKEY, WHITE, and HastTincs, JJ. 


BRODEEY, J. 

Defendant, Edward L. Munn, appeals to this court 
from his conviction by a jury in the Douglas County 
District Court on the charge of robbery, and his sub- 
sequent sentence to a minimum statutory term of 3 
years imprisonment in the Nebraska Penal and Cor- 
rectional Complex. 

The victim of the robbery, Edward Rybin, re- 
turned to Omaha on June.7, 1978, by Greyhound. bus, 
following a visit to his son in Cedar Rapids, Iowa. He 
arrived at the bus depot at approximately 11 p.m. 

After claiming his bags, he was in the process of 
hailing a cab when he was accosted by a black male 
who, according to the testimony of the victim, told 
him: ‘Give me your billfold and we won’t have no 
trouble.’’ The victim testified that he struggled with 
' the assailant, but was knocked to the ground. Rybin 
further testified that he protected his face, and the 
assailant unbuttoned his pants pocket, removed his 
billfold, and ran with it. Rybin further testified that 
he was yelling ‘robbery, robbery’’ during the 
incident. A bus driver testified that he observed the 
incident and saw Rybin being held on the ground by 
an individual who was holding Rybin down with one 
hand and going over him with the other. The bus 
driver alerted an off-duty police officer who was 
acting as a security guard at the bus depot. He 
pursued and apprehended the defendant with 
Rybin’s wallet in his possession. The defendant was 
later identified as the individual in question. 
Defendant’s version of what transpired was that ear- 
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lier in the evening he had bought a man a cup of cof- 
fee in the bus depot coffeeshop, and when he saw Ry- 
bin waiting for a cab, he thought Rybin was the 
other individual and had approached him to get back 
his quarter that he had paid for the coffee earlier in 
the evening. He testified that he asked Rybin: ‘‘Do 
you have that now?’’, and placed his hand on the 
man’s shoulders. He admitted that Rybin then 
started yelling ‘‘robbery.’’ Defendant denied push- 
ing Rybin and stated that he put his hand on the 
shoulder of Rybin to try to hold him up, and he felt 
Rybin fall backwards. At the trial defendant testi- 
fied: ‘‘I would like to say to the panel that I am not 
arguing the fact that I did not take the wallet; I did 
take the wallet, which I did, but what I would like to 
say in this incident it is not a case of robbery be- 
cause I didn’t have any weapon. * * * It’s just more 
or less larceny from the person, that’s all I want out 
of it — it is not robbery. I didn’t use no force; I 
didn’t use no weapon. * * *.’’ On cross-examination 
he further testified as follows: ‘Q. So it is your 
testimony that you did steal Mr. Rybin’s wallet, is 
that correct? A. I did. I did take it from him. Q. 
You did so with an intent to steal it from him, isn’t 
that right? A. Yes.”’ 

In his brief on appeal, defendant makes two as- 
signments of error: (1) The District Court commit- 
ted reversible error in refusing the defense request 
for a jury instruction on the lesser-included offense 
of larceny from the person; (2) the defendant is enti- 
tled to have his minimum statutory sentence of 3 
years imprisonment for robbery under section 28- 
414, R. R. S. 1948, vacated and this cause remanded 
to the District Court for resentencing in view of the 
reduced statutory minimum sentence of 1 year im- 
prisonment for the same offense under sections 28- 
324 and 28-105 (1), R. 8. Supp., 1978, which became 
law on January 1, 1979. We affirm the judgment 
and sentence of the District Court. 
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We deem defendant’s contention that he was enti- 
tled to a jury instruction on the lesser-included of- 
fense of larceny from the person to be without merit, 
notwithstanding defendant’s contention that he 
placed his hand on Rybin’s body only for the purpose 
of holding him up to prevent him from falling; and 
further, that he had no weapon. The facts are undis- 
puted, however, that defendant did make an unlaw- 
ful, forceful touching of Rybin’s body, and Rybin 
was put in fear as evidenced by the undisputed testi- 
mony of plaintiff’s witnesses and admissions of the 
defendant that Rybin was yelling ‘‘robbery, rob- 
bery’’ at all times. Defendant’s own testimony and 
admissions are more than sufficient, in themselves, 
to sustain his conviction for the offense of robbery, 
as defined in section 28-414, R. R. S. 1948, which was 
in effect on the date of the commission of the offense 
involved herein. 

In State v. Tamburano, 201 Neb. 703, 271 N. W. 2d 
472 (1978), we held that it is not error to refuse a jury 
instruction on a lesser-included offense unless, under 
a different but reasonable view, the evidence is suf- 
ficient to establish guilt of the lesser offense and also 
leave a reasonable doubt as to some particular ele- 
ment included in the greater offense but not the les- 
ser. In that case we quoted from an opinion of the 
Supreme Court of Minnesota in State v. McDonald, 
251 N. W. 2d 705, as follows: ‘‘ ‘The test which must 
be applied in determining whether or not to submit a 
lesser-included offense is whether there is evidence 
which produces a rational basis for a verdict acquit- 
ting defendant of the offense charged and convicting 
him of the lesser offense.’’’ (Emphasis supplied.) 
In Tamburano, we also quoted from a Wisconsin 
case, State v. Bergenthal, 47 Wis. 2d 668, 178 N. W. 
2d 16: ‘‘ ‘Only if, ‘‘under a different but reasonable 
view,’’ the evidence is sufficient to establish guilt of 
the lower degree and also leave a reasonable doubt 
as to some particular element included in the higher 
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degree but not the lower, should the lesser crime 
also be submitted to the jury.’ ’’ In Tamburano, we 
also stated: ‘‘Evidence which requires the submis- 
sion of a lesser-included offense is necessarily left to 
a case-by-case basis.’’ Under the above cited rules, 
it cannot be doubted that the trial court was correct 
in the instant case in refusing to instruct the jury on 
the charge of ‘‘larceny from the person,’’ as re- 
quested by the defendant, as the evidence clearly es- 
tablished defendant’s guilt of the crime of ‘‘rob- 
bery,’’ and defendant’s explanation of his actions 
was neither ‘‘reasonable’”’ nor ‘‘rational’’ nor suffi- 
cient to justify the giving of the requested instruc- 
tion. 

Defendant’s second assignment of error is likewise 
without merit and is governed by our opinion in State 
v. Weinacht, ante p. 124, 277 N. W. 2d 567 (1979). 

No errors appearing, the judgment and sentence 
of the District Court must be affirmed. 

AFFIRMED. 


WILLIAM E.. QUINLAN ET AL., APPELLEES, Vv. CITY OF 
OMAHA ET AL., APPELLANTS. 
280 N. W. 2d 652 


Filed June 26, 1979. No. 42312. 


1. Appeal and Error: Evidence: Proof: New Trial. An actual of- 
fer of evidence upon an issue is not necessary in order to preserve 
the question for review if the trial court has theretofore ruled that 
no proof upon that issue would be received in any event, and the al- 
leged error in doing so has been appropriately preserved by motion 
for new trial or otherwise. 

2. Courts: New Trial. During the same term of court a trial court 
has inherent power, over its judgments and orders, to correct er- 
rors and mistakes appearing of record, even to the extent of grant- 
ing a new trial. 

3. —: WW. A confusing situation prejudicial to a party’s rights 
which has been created by the trial court is sufficient ground to 
support its granting of a new trial. 
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Appeal from the District Court for Douglas Coun- 
ty: Samue. P. Caniciia, Judge. Affirmed. 


Herbert M. Fitle, Kent N. Whinnery, and Patrick 
W. Kennison, for appellants. 


Charles F. Gotch of Cassem, Tierney, Adams, 
Gotch & Douglas, for appellees. 


Heard before KrivosHa, C. J.. McCown, BRODKEY, 
and Hastincs, JJ., and Stuart, District Judge. 


HastTIncs, J. 

This is an appeal by the defendants, the City of 
Omaha and members of the city council, from an or- 
der of the trial court granting plaintiffs a new trial 
in a proceeding in which the trial court had original- 
ly denied plaintiffs’ motion to tax attorney’s fees 
against the City. 

This action was originally commenced in 1974 
wherein plaintiffs asked that a writ of mandamus be 
issued requiring the City to fund prior service credit 
of the Police and Fireman’s Retirement System. 
After what might be called protracted pretrial pro- 
ceedings, a settlement agreement was entered into 
between the parties and approved by the trial court, 
all on September 1, 1977. Without going into detail 
not necessary to a decision in this case, the settle- 
ment provided for the payment of several million 
dollars by the City over a period of years. The 
agreement also provided that ‘‘the parties likewise 
reserve the right to contest the reasonableness of the 
amount of fees, if any, allowed to counsel for the 
plaintiffs, but not the appropriateness of the allow- 
ance of such fees against the City of Omaha * * *.”’ 

On October 27, 1977, plaintiffs filed a ‘‘Motion for 
Attorneys fees’’ asking that the court allow their 
counsel a reasonable fee as a ‘‘charge against the 
fund with the fund to be reimbursed by the City, or 
as a direct charge to the City.’’ Hearing was or- 


816 NEBRASKA REPORTS [VOL. 203 
Quinlan v. City of Omaha 


dered by the court for March 23, 1978, and briefs 
were submitted in advance. 

A letter dated March 16, 1978, written by the trial 
court and mailed to all attorneys of record, read as 
follows: ‘‘The Court has considered your briefs in 
the above-entitled cause. It is our feeling that the 
hearing set for the 23rd of March should be restrict- 
ed to arguments in support of your respective posi- 
tions, regarding the City’s obligation, if any, to pay 
fees. Accordingly, there will be no evidence re- 
ceived on March 28rd, and a later date will be set to 
determine the amount of fees, if any.’”’ (Emphasis 
supplied.) 

The hearing was had as scheduled before a three- 
judge panel, and on May 5, 1978, an order was en- 
tered denying the motion insofar as it requested a 
fee to be taxed against the City. Among the findings 
made by the court was one that the provisions of the 
settlement agreement as to incontestability of the 
assessment of fees against the City was ‘‘ambiguous 
and readily subject to the interpretation urged by 
the City.’’ The plaintiffs had made no attempt at 
the March 23rd hearing to offer any evidence. A 
motion for a new trial was filed by plaintiffs within 
10 days alleging generally error on the part of the 
trial court in its final decision and specifically in in- 
terpreting the agreement of September 1, 1977, with- 
out an evidentiary hearing. At a hearing on that 
motion, evidence was adduced suggesting the possi- 
bility of the existence of a legitimate factual dispute 
on the contract interpretation. The court thereafter 
granted plaintiffs a new trial without assigning any 
reason in the formal order. However, in a letter 
dated July 31, 1978, forwarded to all counsel of rec- 
ord, the court did say: ‘‘I am today sustaining 
plaintiffs’ motion for a new trial in the matter of 
awarding attorney fees. The principle [sic] basis 
for this ruling is plaintiffs’ argument that he was not 
granted an evidentiary hearing and was prevented 
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from so doing by a communication from this Court, 
received and marked into evidence as Exhibit 1. 
While the letter was intended only to avoid hearing 
evidence on the amount and reasonableness of the 
fees, yet by its wording, it did appear that plaintiffs 
would not be allowed to introduce any evidence on 
any subject for any reason, and for this cause plain- 
tiffs are being granted a new trial.”’ 

The City’s assignments of error are that plaintiffs 
did not request an evidentiary hearing nor did they 
call any witnesses at the hearing nor make an offer 
of proof, but, rather, presented the issue for the first 
time in their motion for a new trial. The answer to 
this is very simple: ‘‘The general controlling rule in 
that regard is that an actual offer of evidence upon 
an issue is not necessary in order to preserve the 
question for review if the trial court has theretofore 
ruled, as it did in this case, that no proof upon that 
issue would be received in any event, and the al- 
leged error in doing so has been appropriately pre- 
served by motion for new trial or otherwise.’’ Dixon 
v. Coffey, 161 Neb. 487, 73 N. W. 2d 660 (1955). 

There, of course, is another very obvious reason 
why the action of the trial court must be sustained. 
During the same term of court a trial court has in- 
herent power, over its judgments and orders, to cor- 
rect errors and mistakes appearing of record, even 
to the extent of granting a new trial. Harman v. 
Swanson, 169 Neb. 452, 100 N. W. 2d 33 (1959). Coun- 
sel for the City admitted during oral arguments that 
such action was taken during the same term of court 
and nothing in the record appears to the contrary. At 
worst, the trial court denied plaintiffs the right to of- 
fer evidence, which was to their prejudice. At best, 
a confusing situation was created, to the prejudice of 
plaintiffs, which the trial court admitted was of its 
doing. 

Clearly, the trial court had tenable grounds to 
grant a new trial and to have done otherwise would 
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undoubtedly have been prejudicial error. The ac- 
tion of the District Court is affirmed. 
AFFIRMED. 


NORMAN COCHRAN, APPELLEE, V. THE COUNTY OF 
LINCOLN, NEBRASKA, APPELLANT. 
280 N. W. 2d 897 


Filed June 26, 1979. No. 42320. 


1. Witnesses: Statutes: Fees. Section 33-139, R. S. Supp., 1978, does 
not authorize the payment of $20 per day to a material witness dur- 
ing the time that he is confined while he is unable to post bond. 
__: WW: ___. A general statute providing for witness fees 
cannot be construed to include or to authorize payment of such fees 
to any person detained by court order while waiting for the trial to 
take place. 

3. Statutes. Where the words of a statute are plain, direct, and unam- 
biguous, no interpretation is needed to ascertain the meaning. It is 
not within the province of a court to read a meaning into a statute 
that is not warranted by the legislative language. Neither is it 
within the province of a court to read anything plain, direct, and 
unambiguous out of a statute. 

4. Witnesses: Statutes: Fees: Constitutional Law. The right of a 
witness to compensation is purely statutory since at common law 
no witness fees were paid. A statute not providing for payment of 
fees to witnesses in criminal and other cases does not on that ac- 
count infringe the constitutional provision against taking property 
for public use, against taking property without due process of law, 
or against demanding a man’s particular services without just 
compensation. 

5. Witnesses: Fees. It is clearly recognized that the giving of 
testimony and the attendance upon court or grand jury in order to 
testify are public duties which every person within the jurisdiction 
of the government is bound to perform upon being properly sum- 
moned and for performance of which he is entitled to no further 
compensation than that which the statutes provide. The personal 
sacrifice involved is a part of the necessary contribution of the indi- 
vidual for the welfare of the public. 


Appeal from the District Court for Lincoln Coun- 
ty: Kerra WinprRuMmM, Judge. Reversed and re- 
manded. 
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Milton R. Larson, Lincoln County Attorney, and 
Marvin L. Holscher, for appellant. 


James E. Schneider and James R. Nisley, for ap- 
pellee. 


Heard before Krivosna, C. J., BRopKEy, and Hast. 
Incs, JJ., and Coapy and Norton, District Judges. 


KrivosuHa, C. J. 

The instant appeal presents to this court a case of 
first impression requiring an examination of section 
33-139, R. S. Supp., 1978, to determine whether a ma- 
terial witness, being confined pursuant to section 29- 
507, R. R. 8. 1948, is entitled to witness fees for the 
time spent in custody prior to trial. 

The facts involved herein are without dispute and 
have been stipulated. Appellee was a resident of the 
State of Texas. On June 24, 1977, Louis B. Brigman 
was shot and killed. Appellee’s brother, William 
Glenn Cochran, was taken into custody and charged 
with first degree murder. Appellee appeared before 
the county court of Lincoln County, Nebraska, on 
June 27, 1977. The county court, pursuant to the pro- 
visions of section 29-507, R. R. S. 1943, determined 

_that the appellee would not appear to testify at trial 

and therefore ordered him to post a bond in the 
amount of $25,000 with a right to post 10 percent 
thereof according to law. On June 28, 1977, bond 
’ was reduced to $15,000 by court order with the right 
to post 10 percent thereof according to law. Appel- 
lee did not post bond and was held in custody pursu- 
ant to section 29-507, R. R. S. 1948. 

On August 13, 1977, appellee was released from 
custody upon the order of the United States District 
Court for the District of Nebraska, having been con- 
fined for 52 days. On September 6, 1977, jury trial 
commenced against William Cochran. Appellee at- 
tended the trial for 6 days as a witness for the State, 
pursuant to subpoena. William Cochran was found 
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not guilty. On September 12, 1977, the clerk of the 
District Court for Lincoln County, Nebraska, paid 
appellee the sum of $121.92, which represented $20 
per day for 6 days attendance, plus mileage in the 
amount of $1.92. 

On September 22, 1977, appellee filed a document 
entitled ‘‘Application for Payment of Witness Fees,”’ 
praying for witness fees of $1,040. That figure 
represented $20 per day for the 52 days he was con- 
fined while unable to post bond pursuant to the pro- 
visions of sections 29-507 and 29-508, R. R. S. 1943. On 
October 27, 1977, the District Court for Lincoln Coun- 
ty allowed the application and entered an order in 
favor of appellee in the amount of $1,040. After the 
county board of Lincoln County, Nebraska, denied 
the claim, appeal was taken to the District Court for 
Lincoln County, Nebraska, which again sustained 
the application and ordered payment to the appellee 
in the amount of $1,040. Appeal was perfected by 
the County of Lincoln, Nebraska, to this court. 

In reviewing the matter, we now find that section 
33-139, R. S. Supp., 1978, does not authorize the pay- 
ment of $20 per day to a material witness during the 
time he is confined while he is unable to post bond. 
Accordingly, we reverse the order of the District 
Court for Lincoln County, Nebraska. 

Section 33-139, R. S. Supp., 1978, provides: ‘‘Wit- 
nesses before the district court * ** shall receive 
twenty dollars * * * for each day actually employed 
in attendance on the court * * *.’’. The sole question 
involved herein is whether a material witness, con- 
fined because of his inability to post bond, is ‘‘ac- 
tually employed in attendance on the court’’ during 
the period of incarceration prior to trial. While this 
court has not had the opportunity heretofore to de- 
cide this question, other courts have ruled on this is- 
sue. The majority of those courts have held that 
such individuals are not in actual attendance on the 
court and therefore are not entitled to the statutory 
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witness fee. The weight of authority is to the effect 
that a general statute providing for witness fees can- 
not be construed to include or to authorize payment 
of such fees to any person detained by court order 
while waiting for the trial to take place. See, Bar- 
ber v. Moss, 3 Utah 2d 268, 282 P. 2d 838; and the 
cases annotated and collected at 50 A. L. R. 2d 1436. 

Appellee urges us to reject the majority view and 
to find, as the District Court held, that section 33-139, 
R. S. Supp., 1978, authorizes the payment of witness 
fees for the period of confinement prior to trial when 
a material witness is financially unable to post bond 
to secure his release. In order for us to reach that 
conclusion, we must read into section 33-139, R. S. 
Supp., 1978, language which is not now there. We 
should be reluctant to so legislate, no matter how 
painful the result may be. ‘‘Where the words of a 
statute are plain, direct, and unambiguous, no inter- 
pretation is needed to ascertain the meaning. * * * 
It is not within the province of a court to read a 
meaning into a statute that is not warranted by the 
legislative language. Neither is it within the prov- 
ince of a court to read anything plain, direct, and 
unambiguous out of a statute.’’ City of Scottsbluff v. 
Tiemann, 185 Neb. 256, 175 N. W. 2d 74. 

By its plain language, section 33-139, R. S. Supp., 
1978, authorizes payment of witness fees to only 
those persons actually attending the court. In the 
absence of legislative authorization, witness fees 
would not otherwise be allowed. ‘‘The right of a wit- 
ness to compensation is purely statutory, since at 
common law no witness fees were paid. A statute 
not providing for payment of fees to witnesses in 
criminal and other cases does not on that account in- 
fringe the constitutional provision against taking pri- 
vate property for public use, against taking property 
without due process of law, or against demanding a 
man’s particular services without just compensa- 
tion.’’ 81 Am. Jur. 2d, Witnesses, § 23, p. 47. To the 
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same effect, see United Development Corp. v. State 
Highway Dept., 1383 N. W. 2d 439 (N. D., 1965). 

[I]t is clearly recognized that the giving of testi- 
mony and the attendance upon court or grand jury. 
in order to testify are public duties which every per- 
son within the jurisdiction of the Government is 
bound to perform upon being properly summoned, 
and for performance of which he is entitled to no fur- 
ther compensation than that which the statutes pro- 
vide. The personal sacrifice involved is a part of 
the necessary contribution of the individual to the 
welfare of the public.’’ Blair v. United States, 250 
U. S. 273, 39 S. Ct. 468, 63 L. Ed. 979. 

While the result of this position may work a hard- 
ship on a material witness who is unable to post bond, 
the solution to that problem is for the Legislature to 
reexamine the provisions of sections 29-507 and 29- 
508, R. R. S. 1943, and to make provision for some. 
form of payment for the time spent incarcerated 
prior to trial. In the final analysis there is probably 
no payment adequate to compensate a material wit- 
ness who must remain in custody solely due to his 
financial inability to post bond and secure his re- 
lease. 

The provisions of the material witness statutes, 
sections 29-507 and 29-508, R. R. S. 1943, do not 
require that all material witnesses be confined to 
secure appearance at trial, or post bond to secure 
the same. Rather, such result occurs only when the 
magistrate is satisfied that the witness will not ap- 
pear to testify at trial. However, these matters are 
factors totally outside of and beyond the clear mean- 
ing of section 33-139, R. S. Supp., 1978. To hold as 
urged by appellee would require us both to stretch 
the meaning of the statute and to read into the words 
“actually employed in attendance on the court’”’ 
facts and circumstances which are not present. 
How can it be said that one is in attendance on the 
court when neither the court, itself, is in session nor 
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are the parties to the action present? Such a con- 
struction has been rejected by other courts ruling in 
this area. ‘‘ ‘To consider a witness who has been 
committed to jail because he cannot give security to 
attend a future court, to be actually attending the 
court from the time of his commitment, and this for 
five months before there is any court in existence, 
would seem to me to be a rather forced and unnatu- 
ral construction.’ ’’ Hurtado v. United States, 410 U. 
S. 578, 93 S. Ct. 1157, 35 L. Ed. 2d 508. 

While the result sought by the appellee in this case 
may have merit and while the action of the District 
Court was equitable, in light of the clear meaning of 
the statute we are without authority to take such ac- 
tion and feel compelled to follow the majority view 
in this matter. Accordingly, we hold that one who is 
retained in custody as a material witness pursuant 
to the provisions of section 29-507, R. R. 8. 1943, is 
not actually employed in attendance on the court 
during all the time that the individual is in custody. 
We further find that a material witness held in cus- 
tody is only actually employed in attendance on the 
court during that period of time in which trial of the 
matter for which the individual is being incarcer- 
ated is conducted. To that extent, therefore, the or- 
der of the District Court for Lincoln County, Nebras- 
ka, must be reversed. 

REVERSED AND REMANDED. 


JAMES RUSSELL COCHRAN, APPELLEE, Vv. THE COUNTY 
‘oF LINCOLN, NEBRASKA, APPELLANT. 
280 N. W. 2d 900 


Filed June 26, 1979. No. 42319. 


Appeal from the District Court for Lincoln Coun- 
ty: KerITH WINDRUM, Judge. Reversed and re- 
manded. 
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Milton R. Larson, Lincoln County Attorney, and 
Marvin L. Holscher, for appellant. 


Ruff & Murphy, for appellee. 


Heard before Krivosua, C. J., BRopKEY, and Has. 
TINGS, JJ., and Coapy and Norton, District Judges. 


Krivosua, C. J. 

This case is a companion case to Cochran v. Coun- 
ty of Lincoln, decided this day and reported ante p. 
818, 280 N. W. 2d 897. The facts in this case are 
almost identical to the facts in the Norman Cochran 
case, and were stipulated to by the parties. It ap- 
pears that the appellee, James Cochran, was a wit- 
ness to the shooting and killing of Louis B. Brigman 
on June 24, 1977, and was ordered held as a material 
witness subject to the posting of a bond in the 
amount of $25,000 with the right to post 10 percent 
thereof according to law, pursuant to the provisions 
of section 29-507, R. R. S. 1943. The amount of the . 
bond was later reduced to $15,000 with the right to 
post 10 percent thereof according to law. Cochran 
was not able at first to post bond. 

On August 2, 1977, appellee was released from cus- 
tody upon posting of bond, having been incarcerated 
for 40 days. On September 12, 1977, the clerk of the 
court paid the sum of $121.92 to appellee which rep- 
resented $20 per day for 6 days attendance, plus 
mileage in the amount of $1.92. Appellee filed a mo- 
tion for witness fees in the amount of $800, represent- 
ing $20 per day for 40 days held in custody as a ma- 
terial witness. On October 27, 1977, the court al- 
lowed the application and ordered payment to appel- 
lee in the amount of $800. When the claim was pre- 
sented to the county board of Lincoln County, Ne- 
braska, on April 10, 1978, the claim was denied and 
appeal was taken to the District Court for Lincoln 
County, Nebraska, which once again entered an or- 
der directing payment in the amount of $800 to ap- 
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pellee. Appeal was taken to this court. In view of 
our holding in the case of Cochran v. County of Lin- 
coln, supra, we likewise reverse the decision of the 
District Court in this case. 

REVERSED AND REMANDED. 


RoBeErt D. LYTLE, APPELLANT, V. JOSEPH C. VITEK, 
DIRECTOR OF CORRECTIONS, ET AL., APPELLEES. 
280 N. W. 2d 654 


Filed June 26, 1979. No. 42326. 


Appeal from the District Court for Lancaster 
County: WitiiaM C. Hastincs, Judge. Affirmed. 


T. Clement Gaughan, Lancaster County Public De- 
fender, and Richard L. Goos, for appellant. 


Paul L. Douglas, Attorney General, and J. Kirk 
Brown, for appellees. 


Heard before Krivosua, C. J., BosLauGH, McCown, 
CLINTON, BRODKEY, and WHITE, JJ. 


McCown, J. 

This is a declaratory judgment action brought by 
an inmate of the Nebraska Penal and Correctional 
Complex to determine whether the applicable stat- 
utes as to parole and discharge from custody had 
been properly interpreted and applied in depriving 
him of meritorious good-time credits earned prior to 
a discretionary parole, and in computing his release 
date for discharge from custody. The District Court 
found the statutes had been properly applied and dis- 
missed the petition. 

On March 22, 1974, after conviction on a charge of 
robbery, petitioner, Robert D. Lytle, was sentenced 
to 5 years imprisonment in the Nebraska Penal and 
Correctional Complex. On June 23, 1976, he was 
granted a discretionary parole. At the time of pa- 
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role, petitioner had accumulated 3 months 27 days 
meritorious good-time credit. Thereafter petitioner 
violated his parole and was found guilty of parole 
violation after notice and hearing. On August 5, 
1976, his parole was revoked. 

On January 31, 1978, the petitioner filed this action 
for declaratory judgment alleging that he had re- 
quested his exact date of release from custody and 
had been informed that it was April 6, 1979. Peti- 
tioner concedes that certain adjustments resulting 
from his conduct after August 5, 1976, were proper 
but contends that the release date of April 6, 1979, 
constituted a full 5-year sentence without reduction 
for the 3 months 27 days of meritorious good-time 
credits he had earned prior to his discretionary pa- 
role. 

Petitioner relies on the provisions of section 83- 
1,107 (2), R. S. Supp., 1974. That section dealt with re- 
duction of sentences for both ordinary and meritori- 
ous good time. Subsection (2) provided: ‘‘Reduc- 
tions of such terms may be forfeited, withheld and 
restored by the chief executive officer of the facility 
after the offender has been consulted regarding the 
charges of misconduct. No reduction of an offend- 
er’s term for especially meritorious behavior or ex- 
ceptional performance of his duties shall be forfeited 
or withheld after an offender is released on parole.’’ 
(Emphasis supplied.) The Legislature amended 
many of the applicable statutes in 1975 and the em- 
phasized language quoted above was completely 
omitted. 

It should be noted here that section 83-1,107, R. S. 
Supp., 1974, made the granting of ordinary good time 
mandatory by the use of the word ‘‘shall,’’ while 
meritorious good time was discretionary and was to 
be granted for not to exceed 5 days for any month of 
imprisonment. Both types of good-time reductions 
under the 1974 statute were applicable only to re- 
lease on parole. See Von Bokelman v. Sigler, 186 
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Neb. 378, 183 N. W. 2d 267. The only good-time cred- 
its we are concerned with in this case are meritori- 
ous good-time credits. 

The petitioner takes the position that meritorious 
good time was mandatory in the same sense as or- 
dinary good time. He contends that it was a part of 
the sentence and, therefore, could not be changed to 
his detriment. It is obvious that statutory authoriza- 
tion for the discretionary granting of meritorious 
good time by the Board of Parole at a future date 
was not part of any sentence, and that provisions 
with respect to it could be changed, at least prospec- 
tively, at any time. Here the petitioner was not pa- 
roled until approximately a year after the statute 
had been changed and at the time of his parole the 
language he relies on was no longer a part of the stat- 
utes. There can be no doubt that petitioner’s reli- 
ance on statutory language which was repealed is 
unfounded. 

Some statutory history is necessary here. Until 
1969 good-time credits were applied to reduce the 
maximum term of a sentence and the statutes re- 
quired discharge from custody rather than release 
on parole when time limits had been met. From 
1969 until 1975 the statutes continued to provide for 
discretionary parole but provided for mandatory re- 
lease on parole rather than the mandatory discharge 
from custody required by prior and subsequent stat- 
utes. In 1975 the statutes basically returned to the 
pre-1969 system and the statutes now have no provi- 
sion for mandatory parole but instead require dis- 
charge from custody when the time served in custo- 
dy and on parole equals the maximum term, less all 
good-time reductions granted. 

Although the petitioner relies primarily on a por- 
tion of the 1974 statute since repealed, he also testi- 
fied that he had never been consulted as to forfeiture 
of any good-time credits which had accrued prior to 
his release on parole. His position is that there was 
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no way in which his meritorious good time could be 
forfeited in the absence of consulting with him as 
provided by statute. That position completely ig- 
nores the provisions of section 83-1,123, R. R. 8. 1943, 
which governs and controls this case. 

Section 83-1,123, R. R. 8. 1948, was in effect at all 
times relevant here. It provides: ‘‘(1) A parolee 
whose parole is revoked shall (a) Be recommitted 
for the remainder of his maximum prison term, de- 
ducting the period served on parole prior to the vio- 
lation; and (b) be treated as an escaped prisoner un- 
til apprehended and returned to the Department of 
Correctional Services. 

“‘(2) The time from the date of his declared delin- 
quency until the date of his arrest for the custody of 
the Board of Parole shall not be counted as any por- 
tion of the time served. 

““(3) A parolee whose parole has been revoked 
shall be considered by the Board of Parole for repa- 
role at any time in the same manner as any other 
committed offender eligible for parole. * * *’’ 

That statute specifically deals with a parolee 
whose parole is revoked. It requires that such a 
prisoner be recommitted for the remainder of his 
maximum prison term, deducting only the period 
served on parole prior to the violation. The statute 
by its terms establishes a new prison term, wiping 
out any previous credits except for discretionary re- 
parole. It certainly does not require that a prisoner 
be consulted again with regard to charges of parole 
violation or be specifically advised that previously 
earned good-time credits have been forfeited. It is 
ludicrous to contend that a prisoner who has had his 
parole revoked after hearing must be further con- 
sulted about the statutory effect of the parole revo- 
cation and its effect on the date of his ultimate re- 
lease from custody before any meritorious good 
time can be forfeited. 

Under current statutes the petitioner was still enti- 
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tled to all his good-time credits for purposes of a dis- 
cretionary reparole. He was not entitled to a dis- 
charge from custody until the remainder of his max- 
imum prison term had been served. The District 
Court was correct in determining that once the peti- 
tioner’s parole was revoked the statutes required 
that he be recommitted for the remainder of his 
maximum prison term for purposes of a release and 
discharge from custody. 

The judgment of the District Court is affirmed. 

AFFIRMED. 
Hastincs, J., not participating. 


RETAIL AND PROFESSIONAL E}MPLOYEES UNION, LocaL 
1015, AF'L-CIO, APPELLEE, v. BOARD OF TRUSTEES, 
NEBRASKA STATE COLLEGES, A DIVISION OF THE STATE 
OF NEBRASKA, APPELLANT. 

280 N. W. 2d 656 


Filed June 26, 1979. No. 42414. 


Appeal from the Court of Industrial Relations. 
Affirmed. 


George C. Rozmarin of Swarr, May, Smith & An- 
dersen, for appellant. 


William Stillmock, for appellee. 


Heard before Krivosna, C. J., BoSsLauGH, McCown, 
CLINTON, BRODKEY, WHITE, and Hastinas, JJ. 


WHITE, J. 

A single issue is presented in this case — whether 
Article VII, section 138, of the Nebraska Constitution, 
and our decision in Board of Regents v. Exon, 199 
Neb. 146, 256 N. W. 2d 330, deprive the Court of In- 
dustrial Relations of jurisdiction over industrial dis- 
putes involving the Board of Trustees of the Nebras- 
ka State Colleges and its employees. Even if the 
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principles announced in Board of Regents v. Exon, 
supra, were applicable to the Board of Trustees of 
the Nebraska State Colleges, the question has been 
answered. This case is controlled by University Po- 
lice Officers Union v. University of Nebraska, ante 
p. 4, 277 N. W. 2d 529. The Court of Industrial Rela- 
tions has jurisdiction over labor disputes involving 
the Board of Trustees of the Nebraska State Colleges 
and its employees. 
The decision appealed from is affirmed. 
AFFIRMED. 


STATE OF NEBRASKA, APPELLEE, V. FERRIS GRIGGS, 
APPELLANT. 
280 N. W. 2d 657 


Filed June 26, 1979. No. 42427. 


Criminal Law. The criminal code which became effective January 1, 
1979, is not applicable to offenses committed prior to its effective 
date. 


Appeal from the District Court for Lancaster 
County: HERBERT A. Ronin, Judge. Affirmed. 


Robert B. Creager of Berry, Anderson & Creager, 
for appellant. 


Paul L. Douglas, Attorney General, and Sharon M. 
Brueggemann, for appellee. 


Heard before Krivosna, C. J., BosLaucH, McCown, 
CLINTON, BRODKEY, WHITE, and Hastincs, JJ. 


BOSLAUGH, J. 

Upon a plea of nolo contendere to robbery the de- 
fendant was sentenced to imprisonment for 5 to 10 
years. He has appealed and contends the sentence 
was contrary to law and was excessive. 

The defendant was originally charged with rob- 
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bery and use of a firearm to commit a felony. 
Thereafter an amended information was filed alleg- 
ing that the defendant was an habitual criminal. On 
the day set for trial, pursuant to a plea bargain, the 
information was amended by striking the allegation 
that the defendant was an habitual criminal and 
count II of the information was dismissed. The de- 
fendant then entered a plea of nolo contendere to the 
charge of robbery. 

The defendant contends that he should have been 
sentenced under the provisions of the Nebraska Crim- 
inal Code which became effective January 1, 1979. 
The offense here was committed on February 6, 
1978, before the new criminal code became effective. 
In State v. Weinacht, ante p. 124, 277 N. W. 2d 567, 
we held that offenses committed before January 1, 
1979, are to be punished according to the law in ef- 
fect at the date of the offense. See § 28-103 (1), R.S. 
Supp., 1978. See, also, State v. Fuller, ante p. 233, 
278 N. W. 2d 756. 

The robbery involved in this case occurred when 
the defendant, carrying a gun, took approximately 
$300 from the cashier at Cinema X in Lincoln, Ne- 
braska. 

The defendant is nearly 45 years of age and has a 
lengthy criminal record including convictions for 
burglary, receiving stolen property, and armed rob- 
bery. In view of the defendant’s past record and the 
serious nature of the offense committed in this case, 
the sentence imposed was not excessive. 

The judgment is affirmed. 

AFFIRMED. 
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METROPOLITAN TECHNICAL COMMUNITY COLLEGE 
EDUCATION ASSOCIATION, APPELLEE, V. METROPOLITAN 
TECHNICAL COMMUNITY COLLEGE AREA, A POLITICAL 
SUBDIVISION, APPELLANT. 

281 N. W. 2d 201 


Filed July 3, 1979. No. 42009. 


1. Court of Industrial Relations: Evidence: Appeal and Error. In 
our review of orders and decisions of the Court of Industrial Rela- 
tions, we are restricted to considering whether the order of that 
court is supported by substantial evidence justifying the order 
made, whether it acted within the scope of its statutory authority, 
and whether its action was arbitrary, capricious, or unreasonable. 

2. Labor and Labor Relations: Collective Bargaining. Matters 
which are predominately matters of educational policy and man- 
agement prerogative are not subject to mandatory negotiation, 
witerens conditions of employment are. 

A matter which is of fundamental, basic, or essen- 

tial concern to an employee’s financial and personal concern may 

be considered as involving working conditions and is mandatorily 
bargainable even though there may be some minor influence on ed- 
ueatonal policy or management prerogative. 

Those matters which involve foundational value 

Acdenents: which strike at the very heart of the educational philos- 

ophy of the particular institution, are management prerogatives 

and are not a proper subject for negotiation even though such deci- 
sions may have some impact on working conditions. 


Appeal from the Nebraska Court of Industrial Re- 
lations. Reversed and dismissed. 


Joseph J. Barmettler and Robert T. Cannella of 
Fitzgerald, Brown, Leahy, Strom, Schorr & Bar- 
mettler, for appellant. 


Theodore L. Kessner of Crosby, Guenzel, Davis, 
Kessner & Kuester, for appellee. 


Heard before Krivosua, C. J., BosLauGH, McCown, 
CLINTON, BRODKEY, WHITE, and HastTIncs, JJ. 


HastIincs, J. 

The plaintiff Association filed its petition in the 
Court of Industrial Relations (CIR) seeking to re- 
quire the defendant College to enter into mandatory 
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bargaining concerning the matter of ‘‘workload’’ as 
it applied to faculty, counselors, vocational evalu- 
ators, and librarians of the College. The CIR held 
that workload, or perhaps more accurately, ‘‘con- 
tact hours,’’ was a bargainable issue and directed 
the parties to proceed to negotiate their differences. 
The College has appealed. 

The College is a technical community college un- 
der the provisions of section 79-2636 et seq., R. R. 8. 
1948, and as such its board of governors is charged 
with the general supervision, control, and operation 
of this particular college located in Omaha. The 
board is responsible to develop programs of voca- 
tional and technical education, employ staff, pre- 
scribe courses of study, promulgate rules and regu- 
lations necessary or appropriate to the administra- 
tion of the institution, and control the various fiscal 
operations. § 79-2644, R. R. 8S. 1943. The Association 
is the exclusive collective bargaining representative 
of the College’s full-time instructors, counselors, vo- 
cational evaluators, and campus librarians under 
the provisions of section 48-801, R. R. 8. 1943. As 
such representative, it is authorized to negotiate 
with the College as to wages, hours, and conditions 
of employment. § 48-838 (4), R. R. 8S. 19438. The CIR 
is empowered to order employers and employees 
who have refused to bargain in good faith, regarding 
wages, hours, or conditions of employment, to pro- 
ceed to negotiate. § 48-816, R. R. S. 1943. 

‘‘Contact hours’’ are 50 minutes in length and gen- 
erally, as to instructors, refer to those times when 
the instructor must be available in the classroom, 
laboratory, or clinic for teaching purposes, and as to 
counselors and evaluators, those scheduled hours 
during which they will be available to students for 
counseling, testing, and evaluation. Concerning li- 
brarians, the term refers to those hours when they 
are ‘‘on duty” in the library. Presently the ‘‘teach- 
ing load’’ for faculty has been fixed by the College at 
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24 hours per 40-hour week and is set forth in the ‘‘No- 
tice of Appointment” signed by both the employee 
and president of the College. A similar document 
for all other employees with which we are here con- 
cerned simply refers to a minimum 40-hour work- 
week and makes no provision for ‘‘workload,’’ ‘‘con- 
tact hours,’’ or ‘‘duty hours.’’ 

During negotiations of wages and other terms and 
conditions of employment for the 1977-1978 contract 
year, the Association proposed that faculty ‘‘contact 
hours’’ be set at a maximum of 14 hours per week 
and ‘‘contact or duty hours’’ for counselors, evalu- 
ators, and campus librarians be established at 28 
hours per week. The College refused to negotiate, 
alleging that ‘‘workload’’ was ‘‘predominately a 
matter of educational policy, management preroga- 
tive, and/or constitutes a demand for bargaining 
over the statutory duties of the Board of Governors 
of the Metropolitan Technical Community College 
Area.’’ This litigation then followed. 

The CIR in its opinion rejected consideration of 
the College’s evidence as to its educational philos- 
ophy and its effect on whether ‘‘contact hours’’ are 
conditions of employment or educational policy. 
Rather, it concluded that the only question for the 
court to decide was whether it should adhere to its 
prior precedent or overrule it. After referring to 
cases involving the Seward Educational Association, 
Norfolk Educational Association, and Fremont Edu- 
cational Association, wherein the CIR had held that 
school calendar, hours at school, and planning time 
were mandatory subjects of bargaining, its opinion 
goes on to say: ‘‘After the Fremont case was de- 
cided, the Supreme Court decided the Seward ap- 
peal, 188 Neb. 772, 784 (1972). In dicta, the Supreme 
Court listed the right to schedule work as a manage- 
ment prerogative, possibly but not necessarily con- 
trary to our holdings. If we were to decide the ques- 
tion initially today, we might well decide it differ- 
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éntly. However, it seems more important to us that 
items once decided and relied on for over six years 
remain decided.”’ 

In School Dist. of Seward Education Assn. v. 
School Dist. of Seward, 188 Neb. 772, 199 N. W. 2d 752 
(1972), which the CIR referred to as the ‘‘Seward 
appeal,’ this court said: ‘‘The next question raised 
involved an interpretation of the language ‘condi- 
tions of employment.’ While the issue may be moot 
because the parties did reach agreement on all 
points referred except wages we do feel some obser- 
vations are pertinent. Generally, teacher organiza- 
tions have given the term ‘conditions of employ- 
ment’ an extremely broad meaning, while boards of 
education have tried to restrict that term to pre- 
serve their management prerogatives and policy- 
making powers. While there are many nebulous 
areas that may overlap working conditions, boards 
should not be required to enter negotiations on mat- 
ters which are predominately matters of educational 
policy, management prerogatives, or statutory du- 
ties of the board of education. Kansas, by statute, 
has defined conditions of employment to include 
hours of work, vacation allowances, sick and injury 
leave, number of holidays, and wearing apparel. 
K. S. A. 1971 Supp., § 75-4322 (s). Without trying to 
lay down any specific rule, we would hold that condi- 
tions of employment can be interpreted to include 
only those matters directly affecting the teacher’s 
welfare. Without attempting in any way to be spe- 
cific, or to limit the foregoing, we would consider the 
following to be exclusively within the management 
prerogative: The right to hire; to maintain order 
and efficiency; to schedule work; to control trans- 
fers and assignments; to determine what extracur- 
ricular activities may be supported or sponsored; 
and to determine the curriculum, class size, and 
types of specialists to be employed.’’ (Emphasis 
supplied. ) 
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The only witness for the Association was Melvin 
Solotorovsky, who was employed by the College as 
an air-conditioning and heating inspector. He is 
also chairman of the welfare committee of the As- 
sociation and head of its negotiation team, and, by 
inference at least, it can be assumed that he is a 
member of the College’s faculty. After outlining the 
nature of the dispute and the Association’s demands 
as stated above, he went on to explain the need for 
‘non-contact time.’’ He said that such time was 
necessary in which to prepare lesson plans; to do re- 
search, i.e., in order to keep up with new trends and 
technological changes in an instructor’s particular 
field; to grade tests; to serve on committees; and 
other similar duties. However, he made no case at 
all for employees other than instructors. He also 
conceded that the amount of time which a teacher 
spends in direct contact with the student is ‘‘very 
critical’’ in its effect on the education attained. 

The College presented three witnesses: The dean 
of administrative services, the director of finance 
and business, and the president, Dr. Marm Harris. 
These witnesses pointed out that a reduction in ‘‘con- 
tact hours,’’ with no other changes, would force 
elimination of six programs which are not courses, 
but an entire listing of courses in a particular career 
field. On the other hand, if the solution was to be a 
reduction in the number of students, the College 
would face a financial squeeze because the amount 
of state aid has a direct relationship to enrollment. 

Particular emphasis was placed on the philosophy 
of education as espoused by Dr. Harris. This was 
what he called the ‘‘individualized self-paced’”’ 
method of instruction. Without going into great de- 
tail, this method recognizes that each student has 
different aptitudes, ability, and experience, and by 
using the traditional ‘“‘lecture method,’’ where each 
student is brought along with the entire class, the 
brighter ones become bored and drop out of the pro- 
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gram. The individualized method, according to the 
witness, places some of the responsibility for learn- 
ing on the student. After a preliminary introduction 
to a particular phase of the program, each student 
progresses at his or her own speed and the instruc- 
tion must be available in the classroom to give indi- 
vidualized help to each student as the need arises. 
In other words, the instructor is dealing with several 
levels of instruction and learning going on during the 
same period and, rather than being just a lecturer, 
the instructor is a ‘‘facilitator or a classroom man- 
ager that is available at the critical times that the 
student needs him.’’ This method, according to the 
witness, requires more ‘student contact hours’’ than 
the traditional method of teaching, but is the educa- 
tional philosophy dictated by the board of governors 
at his request. 

Dr. Harris also pointed out that there is no re- 
quirement for independent research or publication 
on the part of the faculty as a prerequisite to reten- 
tion or promotion. At a technical school such as the 
College, according to the witness, ‘‘It is not our job 
to increase or expand knowledge. It is our job to 
take the basic information and teach that to stu- 
dents, keeping in mind that we are talking about 
freshman-sophomore level students. We are a two- 
year school. We are not talking about juniors and 
seniors or graduate students.’’ He goes on to point 
out that 96.5 percent of all the credit hours generated 
at the College during the previous year came from 
vocational technical students and 3.5 percent from 
academic students. 

The parties agree, and their position is supported 
by both case law and statutes, that matters which 
are predominantly matters of educational policy and 
management prerogative are not subject to manda- 
tory negotiation, whereas conditions of employment 
are. School Dist. of Seward Education Assn. v. 
School Dist. of Seward, 188 Neb. 772, 199 N. W. 2d 752 
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(1972); § 48-816, R. R. S. 1943. It is also obvious the 
number of ‘‘contact hours’’ or ‘‘duty hours’’ which 
must be spent out of the 40-hour workweek has some 
effect on whether it is an easy job or a difficult job 
and these hours are therefore, to that extent, ‘‘condi- 
tions of employment.’’ By the same token, if the 
number of ‘‘contact hours’”’ requires a change in the 
philosophy of education, the number of teachers 
needed, the scope of the program offered, the num- 
ber of students, or the amount of financial aid, as 
was demonstrated by the record, it affects educa- 
tional policy and management prerogatives. 

The College recognized this dichotomy, or perhaps 
more accurately this overlapping, in its formal re- 
sponse to the Association’s demand for negotiation. 
In that document the College said: ‘‘The allocation 
of the time and energies of its faculty are conse- 
quences of the College’s basic educational policy. 
This is an area of management prerogative and 
policy-making powers, reserved to the Board of Gov- 
ernors of the College. Accordingly, we decline to 
bargain concerning the number of hours within the 
work week that are to be allocated to classroom 
time, laboratory time or other time in contact with 
students. However, this is not to say that we decline 
to bargain, at the appropriate time, concerning the 
affects [sic] of the Board’s allocation of faculty’s 
time on the wages of bargaining unit employees.” 
(Emphasis supplied.) 

In our review of orders and decisions of the CIR, 
we are restricted to considering whether the order of 
that court is supported by substantial evidence justi- 
fying the order made, whether it acted within the 
scope of its statutory authority, and whether its ac- 
tion was arbitrary, capricious, or unreasonable. 
American Assn. of University Professors v. Board of 
Regents, 198 Neb. 243, 253 N. W. 2d 1 (1977). We 
have reviewed the evidence in some detail and have 
set forth the general statutory authority of the CIR. 
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The problem is to determine whether ‘‘workload’’ is 
a condition of employment or a prerogative of man- 
agement. 

A reference to the decisions of other jurisdictions, 
although not necessarily determinative of the issue, 
is nevertheless helpful. All seem to agree generally 
that a balancing test is needed. In Dunellen Bd. of 
Ed. v. Dunellen Ed. Assn., 64 N. J. 17, 311 A. 2d 737 
(1973), the court said: ‘‘* * * it would appear evi- 
dent that the consolidation of chairmanships repre- 
sents a matter predominantly of educational policy 
within management’s exclusive prerogatives * * *”’ 
(emphasis supplied), citing School Dist. of Seward 
Education Assn. v. School Dist. of Seward, supra. 

In Burlington Cty. Col. Fac. Assoc. v. Bd. of Trus- 
tees, 64 N. J. 10, 311 A. 2d 733 (1973), the New Jersey 
court said: ‘‘It negotiated on the matters directly 
and intimately affecting the faculty’s working terms 
and conditions, such as compensation, hours, work 
loads, * * *.’"’. (Emphasis supplied. ) 

The final case in the New Jersey trilogy, Bd. of 
Ed. Englewood v. Englewood Teachers, 64 N. J. 1, 
311 A. 2d 729 (1973), provided that: ‘‘* * * major edu- 
cational policies which indirectly affect the working 
conditions of the teachers remain exclusively with 
the Board and are not negotiable whereas items 
which are not predominantly educational policies 
and directly affect the financial and personal wel- 
fare of the teachers do not remain exclusively with 
the Board and are negotiable.” 

The Alaska Supreme Court has indicated the 
amount of paid time available to a teacher for 
preparation of lesson plans affects the teacher di- 
rectly and is negotiable; a demand that such time be 
available during the academic portion of the day 
presents a _ policy question. Kenai Peninsula 
Borough v. Kenai Peninsula Ed., 572 P. 2d 416 
(Alaska, 1977). That court recognized ‘‘If teachers’ 
unions are permitted to bargain on matters of edu- 
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cational policy, it is conceivable that through suc- 
cessive contracts the autonomy of the school boards 
could be severely eroded, and the effective control of 
educational policy shifted from the school boards to 
the teachers’ unions.’’ It quoted the following lan- 
guage from National Ed. Ass’n. of Shawnee Mission, 
Inc. v. Board of Ed., 212 Kan. 741, 512 P. 2d 426 
(1973): ‘‘ ‘The key, as we see it, is how direct the 
impact of an issue is on the well-being of the indi- 
vidual teacher, as opposed to its effect on the opera- 
tion of the school system as a whole.’’’ The court 
went on to say, ‘‘* ** a matter is more susceptible 
to bargaining the more it deals with the economic in- 
terests of employees and the less it concerns pro- 
fessional goals and methods.’’ Put another way, the 
court explained that those items which are ‘‘so 
closely connected with the economic well-being of 
the individual teacher’’ must be held negotiable. 

A provision that secondary teachers not be re- 
quired to teach more than 25 periods per week, after 
having been held nonbargainable as a matter of in- 
herent managerial policy by an intermediate court 
of Pennsylvania, was referred back to the appropri- 
ate administrative agency for reassessment in Penn- 
sylvania Lab. Rel. Bd. v. State Col. A. Sch. Dist., 461 
Pa. 494, 337 A. 2d 262 (1975). Citing the same lan- 
guage from Shawnee Mission as was set out in Kenai 
Peninsula, the court went on to say: ‘‘Thus we hold 
that where an item of dispute is a matter of funda- 
mental concern to the employees’ interest in wages, 
hours and other terms and conditions of employ- 
ment, it is not removed as a matter subject to good 
faith bargaining under section 701 simply because it 
may touch upon basic policy.”’ 

Although holding that teacher load was a manda- 
tory subject of negotiations, the court in West Hart- 
ford Education Assn., Inc. v. DeCourcy, 162 Conn. 
566, 295 A. 2d 526 (1972), went on to say: ‘‘Suffice it 
to say that, at the very least, matters of educational 
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policy are those which are fundamental to the exist- 
ence, direction and operation of the enterprise.’’ 

The majority opinion in City of Biddeford v. Bidde- 
ford Teachers Ass’n., 304 A. 2d 387 (Me., 1973), held 
that the Legislature’s attempt to delegate to arbi- 
trators binding determination of labor disputes in- 
volving ‘‘ ‘Length of a Teacher’s Working Day’ ”’ 
was void for lack of adequate standards. However, 
the concurring opinion of Wernick, J., is somewhat 
enlightening. ‘‘Similarly, the length of the school 
day in terms of the number of hours the teacher will 
be required to teach or be in attendance at school, is 
a matter concerning which the ‘working conditions’ 
interests of teachers are fundamentally inseparable 
from a plurality of non-teacher considerations in- 
volving important ‘managerial’ and ‘policy’ areas. 

‘While it is clear that the number of hours which 
any individual teacher shall be required to work ina 
given day need not coincide with the number of 
hours the students are obliged to be in attendance at 
school, this fact by itself fails to establish that the 
length of the teacher’s school day may be isolated as 
a proper subject of mandatory collective bargaining. 
* * * negotiations aimed at shortening the work-day 
of teachers would necessarily become directed 
toward seeking alternatives to the hiring of addi- 
tional personnel. * * * 

“‘Thus, the length of the teacher’s working day is 
closely and heavily interwoven with judgments bear- 
ing upon the welfare of the students, — as reflected 
in the ultimate quality of their education and the ex- 
tent to which it may be improved or weakened by 
use of various types of substitutes, technological or 
otherwise, for the living presence and active par- 
ticipation of teachers. Such foundational educa- 
tional value judgments cannot reasonably be subor- 
dinated to the overlay of teacher ‘working condi- 
tions,’ and for this reason, the length of the teacher’s 
working day must be held, fundamentally, that kind 
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of ‘educational policies’ subject-matter which was 
legislatively intended to remain outside the scope of 
mandatory collective bargaining and, therefore, of 
binding arbitration.’’ 

Only subject matters that are primarily related to 
wages, hours, or conditions of employment are man- 
datorily bargainable in Wisconsin. In Beloit Educa- 
tion Asso. v. WERC, 73 Wis. 2d 43, 242 N. W. 2d 231 
(1976), the court said: ‘‘Some [courts] limit re- 
quired bargaining to matters ‘directly’ related to 
‘wages, hours and conditions of employment.’ Some 
make the test whether the subject matter is ‘signifi- 
cantly’ related to ‘wages, hours and conditions of 
employment.’ Some make the test whether the sub- 
ject ‘materially’ affects the working conditions. 
Commen[t]ators appear to agree that drawing the 
line or making the distinction is not easy.’’ In opt- 
ing for the test ‘‘primarily related to wages or hours 
or conditions of employment’’ as being mandatorily 
bargainable, the court went on to say: ‘‘The dic- 
tionary defines ‘primarily’ as meaning ‘fundamen- 
tally.’ It is in this sense of the word that ‘primarily’ 
is here used. What is fundamentally or basically or 
essentially a matter involving ‘wages, hours and 
conditions of employment’ is, under the statute, a 
matter that is required to be bargained. The com- 
mission construed the statute to require mandatory 
bargaining as to (1) matters which are primarily re- 
lated to ‘wages, hours and conditions of employ- 
ment,’ and (2) the impact of the ‘establishment of 
educational policy’ affecting the ‘wages, hours and 
conditions of employment.’ ”’ 

A matter which is of fundamental, basic, or essen- 
tial concern to an employee’s financial and personal 
concern may be considered as involving working 
conditions and is mandatorily bargainable even 
though there may be some minor influence on edu- 
cational policy or management prerogative. How- 
ever, those matters which involve foundational value 
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judgments, which strike at the very heart of the edu- 
cational philosophy of the particular institution, are 
management prerogatives and are not a proper sub- 
ject for negotiation even though such decisions may 
have some impact on working conditions. However, 
the impact of whatever decision management may 
make in this or any other case on the economic wel- 
fare of employees is a proper subject of mandatory 
bargaining. 

At the outset it should be said that all of the cases 
cited from other jurisdictions together with those 
from the CIR involve purely academic and mostly 
elementary educational units rather than a technical 
vocational school as involved here. There is an ob- 
vious difference in the requirements made of both 
management and faculty. It appears the CIR failed 
to recognize that distinction because, by its own 
opinion, it failed to consider the evidence of the Col- 
lege and relied wholly on its past decisions in cases 
involving elementary and secondary academic insti- 
tutions. 

We find the evidence supports the College’s posi- 
tion that the number of instructor contact hours in- 
volves a foundational value judgment which is es- 
sential to its basic educational and learning philos- 
ophy and is therefore a prerogative of management 
and is not bargainable. The evidence completely 
fails to support any justification for reducing contact 
hours of counselors or evaluators or duty hours of li- 
brarians below the basic workweek and is not ne- 
gotiable. 

Inasmuch as there is no substantial evidence sup- 
porting the order made by the CIR, its action must 
be held to be arbitrary, capricious, and unreason- 
able. Therefore, the judgment is reversed and the 
Association’s cause of action is ordered dismissed. 

REVERSED AND DISMISSED. 
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VSC, INC., APPELLEE AND CROSS-APPELLANT, V. RICHARD 
L. LILJA, APPELLANT AND CROSS-APPELLEE, IMPLEADED 
WITH MYRTLE B. LILJA, APPELLEE. 

280 N. W. 2d 901 


Filed July 3, 1979. No. 42148. 


1. Frauds, Statute of. Where the principal object of a party promis- 
ing to pay the debt of another is to promote his own interests, and 
not to become guarantor, and the promise is made on sufficient 
consideration, it will be valid though not in writing. 

A consideration to support a promise, not in writing, to pay 
the debt of another must operate to the advantage of the promisor, 
and place him under a pecuniary obligation to the promisee inde- 
pendent of the original debt, which obligation is to be discharged by 
the payment of that debt. 

3. Judgments: Appeal and Error. This court in determining if -find- 
ings of the District Court are sustained by evidence must consider 
the proof and permissible inferences therefrom most favorably to 
the puccenst party. 

The findings of the trial court in an action at law 

have the effect of a verdict of a jury and will not be disturbed on 

appeal unless they are clearly wrong. 


Appeal from the District Court for Dakota County: 
Francis J. KNeIFL, Judge. Affirmed. 


Norris G. Leamer, for appellant. 
Smith, Smith & Boyd, for appellee VSC, Inc. 


Heard before BosLaucH, McCown, Bropkey, and 
Wuite, JJ., and Knapp, District Judge. 


Knapp, District Judge. 

VSC, Inc. sued Richard L. Lilja and Myrtle B. 
Lilja, husband and wife, on open account, claiming 
$15,596.55 due and unpaid for merchandise, goods, 
and wares furnished. Defendants answered alleging 
the account was actually that of Lilja’s Department 
Store, Inc., a corporation, and that defendants had 
not signed any agreement, note, or memorandum 
wherein they promised to answer for such debt. 

The issues actually tried were: (1) Whether the 
$15,596.55 admittedly due was a debt of Lilja’s De- 
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partment Store, Inc., or a personal debt of the de- 
fendants; (2) if found to be a debt of the corporation, 
whether defendants had orally promised to answer 
therefor; and (3) if defendants had so promised, 
whether the promise was within the statute of 
frauds, section 36-202 (2), R. R. S. 1943, and hence 
unenforceable. 

The trial court, sitting without a jury, found the 
debt to be originally that of the corporation; found 
that no promises had been made by Myrtle B. Lilja 
and dismissed the action as to her; found that Rich- 
ard L. Lilja had orally promised to answer for the 
debt; found that the circumstances surrounding the 
promise were such that the promise was not within 
the statute of frauds; and entered judgment against 
Richard L. Lilja for the amount of the prayer. 

Motion for new trial was overruled and Richard L. 
Lilja appeals assigning as error, essentially, that the 
court’s findings are contrary to law and are not sup- 
ported by the evidence. We affirm. 

This appeal is governed by the following princi- 
ples. ‘‘Where the leading object of a party promis- 
ing to pay the debt of another is to promote his own 
interests, and not to become guarantor, and the 
promise is made on sufficient consideration, it will 
be valid although not in writing. In such case the 
promissor assumes the payment of the debt.’”’ Fitz- 
gerald v. Morrissey, 14 Neb. 198, 15 N. W. 233. 

“A consideration to support a promise, not in writ- 
ing, to pay the debt of another must operate to the 
advantage of the promisor, and place him under a 
pecuniary obligation to the promissee independent of 
the original debt, which obligation is to be dis- 
charged by the payment of that debt.’’ King v. 
Schmall, 156 Neb. 635, 57 N. W. 2d 287. 

“This court in determining if findings of the dis- 
trict court are sustained by evidence must consider 
the proof and permissible inferences therefrom most 
favorably to the successful party.’’ Otto Gas, Inc. 
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v. Stewart, 160 Neb. 200, 69 N. W. 2d 545. 

“The findings of a trial court in an action at law 
have the effect of a verdict of a jury and will not be 
disturbed on appeal unless they are clearly wrong.” 
Otto Gas, Inc. v. Stewart, supra. 

Appellee, VSC, Inc., is a wholesale supplier to 
small retail dry goods stores in the midwest. Lilja’s 
Department Store, Inc. (hereinafter the Store), is a 
closely held family corporation formed in 1965 by ap- 
pellant, his wife, and his father; its stated nature of 
business was to establish and conduct a general de- 
partment store in South Sioux City, Nebraska. Ap- 
pellee furnished merchandise for sale by the Store 
throughout the period of the Store’s existence. The 
Store, in 1974, experienced financial difficulties cul- 
minating in a liquidation or ‘‘going out of business’”’ 
sale commencing in early 1975 and continuing until 
the Store closed permanently in June 1975. Appellee 
contributed substantially to what success the liqui- 
dation sale had by consigning promotional merchan- 
dise to encourage traffic through the Store during 
the sale and by furnishing an employee to assist 
appellant during part of the sale. All secured credi- 
tors of the Store were in fact paid in full from the 
sale proceeds. Appellant was paid his regular 
salary throughout the sale and it is clear that the 
only substantial creditor not receiving payment in 
full was appellee. 

Considering the proof and the permissible infer- 
ences therefrom most favorably to appellee, as we 
must, it appears that appellant was desirous of relo- 
cating and continuing in the department store busi- 
ness. To that end, during the closing months of the 
liquidation sale, he repeatedly solicited appellee’s 
aid in obtaining a new location and, in conjunction 
with such requests for assistance, repeatedly prom- 
ised to assume and pay the Store’s debt to appellee. 

Appellee thereupon, and in reliance upon appel- 
lant’s promise to assume the debt, proceeded to ac- 
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tively and effectively seek out new locations for ap- 
pellant and eventually prepared, at considerable ex- 
penditure of its officers’ and employees’ time and its 
costs necessarily attendant thereto, a comprehen- 
sive and detailed market survey of the Spirit Lake, 
Iowa, area. The market survey concluded that an 
operation there, such as appellant contemplated, 
would have an excellent chance for success. Appel- 
lee’s efforts, activities, and expenditures in this re- 
gard clearly operated to the benefit of appellant and 
gave rise to an obligation independent of the original 
debt. The completed market survey was delivered 
to appellant but, for reasons not disclosed by the rec- 
ord, appellant failed to relocate. 

The proof and the permissible inferences there- 
from are such that the trial court’s conclusions that 
appellant orally promised to answer for the debt of 
his family corporation, that appellant’s principal ob- 
ject in so promising was not to become a guarantor 
but was to promote his own interests in connection 
with relocating and continuing in business, that the 
promise was made on sufficient new consideration, 
and that the promise was therefore not within the 
statute of frauds, cannot be said to be clearly wrong. 

AFFIRMED. 


STATE OF NEBRASKA, APPELLEE, V. WILFRED W. 
NIELSEN, APPELLANT. 
280 N. W. 2d 904 


Filed July 3, 1979. No. 42190. 


1. Criminal Law: Indictments and Informations: Time. A trial 
court may, in the exercise of its discretion, permit the names of 
witnesses to be endorsed upon an information before or after the 
trial has begun where there is no showing of prejudice to the rights 
of the defendant. 

2. Criminal Law: Indictments and Informations: Appeal and Error. 
The endorsement of additional names upon the information after 
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trial has begun cannot be availed of as error where defendant 
makes no showing of prejudice or does not ask for postponement or 
continuance of the trial. 
3. Criminal Law: Evidence. Evidence of other crimes, wrongs, or 
acts is not admissible to prove the character of a person in order to 
show that he acted in conformity therewith. It may, however, be 
admissible for other purposes, such as proof of motive, oppor- 
tunity, intent, preparation, plan, knowledge, identity, or absence of 
mistake or accident. 
: Evidence of other criminal acts which involve or 
explain the circumstances of the crime charged, or are integral 
parts of an overall occurrence or transaction, may be admissible. 
5. Criminal Law: Evidence: Proof. It is competent for the prosecu- 
tion to put in evidence all relevant facts and circumstances which 
tend to establish any of the constituent elements of the crime with 
which the accused is charged even though such facts and circum- 
stances may prove or tend to prove that the defendant committed 
other crimes. 


Appeal from the District Court for Washington 
County: WaLTeR G. Huser, Judge. Affirmed. 


S. J. Albracht of Lathrop, Albracht & Swenson, for 
appellant. 


Paul L. Douglas, Attorney General, and Judy K. 
Hoffman, for appellee. 


Heard before Krivosna, C. J., BoSLAUGH, McCown, 
CLINTON, BRODKEY, WHITE, and Hastincs, JJ. 


McCown, J. 

Defendant was found guilty by a jury of the first 
degree murder of Edward Grabbe and sentenced to 
life imprisonment. 

The defendant was a 40-year-old professional duck 
hunter who lived in Blair, Nebraska. He owned a 
commercial hunting facility for members only lo- 
cated near Mondamin, Iowa. Early on the morning 
of November 19, 1977, defendant drove from his 
home in Nebraska to his hunting operation in Iowa 
and hunted with club members until approximately 
11a.m. The defendant then drove to a bar in Logan, 
Iowa, where he commenced drinking. After drink- 
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ing beer for about an hour he drove to a tavern in 
Blair, Nebraska, where he continued to drink. About 
3 p.m. the defendant drove home. He continued 
drinking and got into an argument with his wife. A 
short time later he left and drove to a liquor store to 
purchase more whiskey. When he returned home 
his wife had taken their child and left. Defendant 
went to Tekamah, Nebraska, to the home of his 
wife’s sister, looking for his wife, but his wife was 
not there. He then drove to the farm home of his 
wife’s parents near Spiker, Nebraska. 

The defendant arrived at the farm about 4 p.m. 
Edward Grabbe, his wife, Opal, and their son, 
21-year-old Rick, were in the house. Defendant took 
a gun and walked into the kitchen. Edward Grabbe 
and the defendant had a short conversation. Rick 
Grabbe went to the kitchen doorway and saw the de- 
fendant point his rifle at the floor and fire it. At that 
point Mrs. Grabbe entered the kitchen. There was 
some additional heated conversation in which de- 
fendant swore at Edward Grabbe. The defendant 
fired once more, striking a vase on the wall. Mrs. 
Grabbe became hysterical. The defendant then said 
to Edward Grabbe: ‘‘Let’s go outside.’”’ As the two 
men started to leave the room, Rick Grabbe ran up- 
stairs to his bedroom to get his pistol. The maga- 
zine of his pistol came apart and the cartridges fell 
on the floor. At that point he heard a shot and his 
mother called to him that the defendant had shot his 
father. Rick went out the bedroom window onto the 
porch roof and as he did so he heard another shot. 
He jumped off the roof and hid under the porch until 
he heard the defendant drive away. He then came 
out and found his mother and father lying on the 
ground outside the house, apparently dead. He ran 
across the road to his uncle’s farm and the sheriff 
and an ambulance were called. Rick and his uncle 
returned to the Edward Grabbe house and found Ed- 

ward and Opal Grabbe both dead. 
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The defendant’s testimony was that he and Ed- 
ward Grabbe had a conversation in the kitchen and 
during the conversation defendant’s gun went off 
twice. The defendant and Grabbe agreed to go out- 
side. Defendant’s testimony was that Edward 
Grabbe shoved him outside on the steps and as de- 
fendant turned around his gun fired and shot Grabbe. 
The defendant testified that he did not intend to 
shoot Grabbe and that he did not remember pulling 
the trigger when his gun fired. The defendant also 
testified that he did not remember shooting anyone 
except Edward Grabbe and did not remember 
seeing Opal Grabbe outside the Grabbe house. The 
next thing he remembered he was in his truck some- 
where in Iowa and realized that he had shot Edward 
Grabbe. He threw his gun into the Missouri River 
from a highway bridge and returned home, where he 
was arrested later that evening. 

In this appeal the defendant first contends that the 
District Court erred in permitting the prosecution to 
endorse the names of John Blatter, Mona Stout, and 
Rick Stout on the information just prior to trial. The 
witnesses testified some 2 or 3 days later. The de- 
fendant did not ask for a continuance or a postpone- 
ment when the trial court approved the State’s mo- 
tion to endorse the names of the witnesses. 

The witness Blatter testified to a conversation 
which he had with the defendant in jail in which the 
defendant told him of shooting Edward Grabbe and 
of the other events of November 19, 1977, which de- 
fendant could remember. He did not testify to any- 
thing that the defendant did not himself testify to or 
that a psychiatrist had not described. Defendant 
was not prejudiced by the late endorsement of Blat- 
ter. 

The Stout testimony was to the effect that there 
were hard feelings between the defendant and Ed- 
ward Grabbe, and that the defendant might have 
possible reasons to kill him. The defendant himself 
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admitted that there had been some hard feelings be- 
tween him and Edward Grabbe caused by the de- 
fendant’s drinking. 

A trial court may, in the exercise of its discretion, 
permit the names of witnesses to be endorsed upon 
an information before or after the trial has begun 
when there is no showing of prejudice to the rights of 
the defendant. State v. Woods, 182 Neb. 668, 156 N. 
W. 2d 786. 

The trial court, in its discretion, may permit the 
names of additional witnesses to be endorsed upon 
the information after trial has begun, and such ac- 
tion cannot be availed of as error where defendant 
makes no showing of prejudice or does not ask for 
postponement or continuance of the trial. McCart- 
ney v. State, 129 Neb. 716, 262 N. W. 679. The record 
here does not reflect prejudice and there was no mo- 
tion for continuance. 

Defendant also contends that the court erred in 
permitting the State to introduce any evidence of the 
killing of Opal Grabbe on the ground that evidence 
of other crimes is not admissible except to prove 
motive, intent, malice, deliberation, and premedita- 
tion. 

The evidence in this case showed that Opal 
Grabbe was killed within a matter of minutes after 
Edward Grabbe and that the two killings were parts 
of one continuous transaction. One of the defenses 
was that the killing of Edward Grabbe was acci- 
dental. The rule is well established in this state that 
evidence of other crimes, wrongs, or acts is not ad- 
missible to prove the character of a person in order 
to show that he acted in conformity therewith. It 
may, however, be admissible for other purposes, 
such as proof of motive, opportunity, intent, 
preparation, plan, knowledge, identity, or absence of 
mistake or accident. § 27-404 (2), R. R. S. 1943; 
State v. Metzger, 199 Neb. 186, 256 N. W. 2d 691. 

Evidence of other criminal acts which involve or 
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explain the circumstances of the crime charged, or 
are integral parts of an overall occurrence or trans- 
action, may be admissible. See, Wigmore on Evi- 
dence (8rd Ed.), § 218, p. 719; Buatte v. United 
States, 350 F. 2d 389 (9th Cir., 1965), cert. den. 385 U. 
S. 856, 87 8. Ct. 104, 17 L. Ed. 2d 83; Caldwell v. Com- 
monwealth, 503 S. W. 2d 485 (Ky. App., 1972). 

This court has also held that it is competent for the 
prosecution to put in evidence all relevant facts and 
circumstances which tend to establish any of the 
constituent elements of the crime with which the ac- 
cused is charged even though such facts and circum- 
stances may prove or tend to prove that the defend- 
ant committed other crimes. State v. Riley, 182 Neb. 
300, 154 N. W. 2d 741. 

It should be noted that the trial court in this case 
specifically instructed the jury that any evidence as 
to the killing of Opal Grabbe was received solely and 
for the limited purpose of showing intent or motive 
as to the particular acts charged, and that the jury 
must not consider that evidence for any other pur- 
pose. The trial court did not err in permitting such 
evidence to be introduced in this case. 

The judgment is affirmed. 

AFFIRMED. 


GERALD D. KNIESCHE, APPELLANT, V. LUDWIG 
THOS, APPELLEE. 
280 N. W. 2d 907 


Filed July 3, 1979. No. 42317. 


1. Motions, Rules, and Orders: Appeal and Error: Evidence. A 
motion for mistrial is inappropriate when it relates to rulings of the 
court on the admissibility of evidence and only the underlying as- 
signment of error relating to the challenged admission of evidence 
will be considered on appeal by this court. 

2. Verdicts: Evidence: Juries. A jury verdict may not be set aside 
unless it is clearly wrong and it is sufficient if there is any compe- 
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tent evidence presented to the jury upon which it could find for the 

successful party and all conflicts in the evidence, expert or lay, and 

the credibility of the witnesses is for the jury and not for the court. 

Appeal from the District Court for Wayne County: 
EuGENE C. McFappen, Judge. Affirmed. 


Jewell, Otte, Gatz, Collins & Domina, for appel- 
lant. 


Brogan & Stafford, P.C., for appellee. 


Heard before BosLauGH, McCown, and BRODKEY, 
JJ., and Rist and Wo tF, District Judges. 


Wo Fr, District Judge. 

This is an appeal by the plaintiff from a jury ver- 
dict and judgment in favor of the defendant upon 
plaintiff's action for breach of oral contract by the 
defendant in the construction of a hog confinement 
barn. The defendant, Ludwig Thos, was principally 
a masonry contractor. Defendant was a personal 
friend of the plaintiff and together they had, over a 
period of several months, made inquiries and in- 
spections for the purpose of planning and building a 
hog confinement barn for the plaintiff. Plans were 
prepared by the defendant and an estimate of cost 
was made by the defendant and submitted to the 
plaintiff. The parties, however, instead of making a 
fixed amount contract, made an oral agreement that 
the defendant would build the hog confinement barn 
for the plaintiff at defendant’s actual cost plus 15 
percent. Other than the plans, the only agreement 
between the parties as to the quality of construction 
was that the defendant would build a ‘‘good one’’ for 
the plaintiff. Although the dates of construction are 
not shown, it appears to have been completed late in 
1975 and the plaintiff entered into use and occupancy 
of the building during the first week of January 1976. 

On April 16, 1976, there were strong winds in the 
area. The east one-third of the roof of the building 
blew off that morning. The damage was not con- 
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fined to the roof. The side walls and portions of the 
masonry construction were also damaged. 

The plaintiff’s first cause of action alleges the de- 
fendant warranted by implication the building would 
be constructed in a workmanlike manner and in ac- 
cordance with the accepted methods of the building 
trade, and that the defendant breached those im- 
plied warranties. 

Plaintiff's second cause of action was actually a 
second theory of recovery for the same cause of ac- 
tion based upon negligence and improper construc- 
tion. 

The defendant’s answer denied the allegations of 
the plaintiff’s first cause of action and further al- 
leged an affirmative defense that such damage to 
the building was caused by the high velocity winds 
which were an act of God and not due to any acts or 
omissions of the defendant. The defendant denied 
the allegations of the plaintiff’s second cause of ac- 
tion. 

The court instructed the jury on the plaintiff’s first 
cause of action submitting the implied agreement 
that the contractor would adhere to construction 
standards which were generally accepted in the area 
and perform in a workmanlike manner. The court 
did not instruct on the plaintiff’s theory of negli- 
gence and the plaintiff makes no assignment of 
error in that regard. The court instructed the jury 
as to the defendant’s affirmative defense of an act of 
God, to which the plaintiff objected at the instruction 
conference, in his motion for new trial, and in his 
argument and the briefs submitted in this court. A 
review of the evidence shows that the defendant did 
submit substantial evidence of the intensity and 
breadth of the storm, sufficient to raise a factual 
question for the jury as to whether such storm was 
‘‘a manifestation of nature so unusual and extra- 
ordinary that it could not under normal conditions 
have been anticipated or expected or guarded against 
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or resisted, and no ordinary and reasonable amount 
of care would have prevented the damage.’’ The 
court also properly instructed the jury that the bur- 
den was upon the defendant to prove by a preponder- 
ance of the evidence that the act of God alleged was 
the sole proximate cause of the occurrence and the 
resulting damages to the plaintiff. We conclude, 
therefore, that the defendant’s evidence was suffi- 
cient to raise the factual question for the jury and 
the jury was properly instructed. 

At trial, the court permitted the defendant to intro- 
duce: (1) Evidence of wind damage to a building 
in Wayne, Nebraska, which occurred sometime dur- 
ing the day of April 16, 1976; (2) the weather bureau 
report for the entire day of April 16, 1976; (3) evi- 
dence of damage to another hog barn on that date, 
although the other hog barn was located ‘‘quite a bit 
north’’ of the plaintiff's farm; and (4) cross- 
examination testimony given by the plaintiff, over 
objection of plaintiff's attorney as to damage to 
other buildings in the Wayne vicinity. The plaintiff 
claims such evidence was without foundation, was 
too remote in time and distance, and was inadmis- 
sible. The record shows the farm of the plaintiff is 
less than 10 miles from Wayne, Nebraska, and the 
weather station was approximately 30 miles from 
the plaintiff’s farmstead. Under the circumstances, 
the time and distance do not seem too remote to be 
objectionable nor is it objectionable that the weather 
reports and wind damage encompass parts of the af- 
ternoon on April 16 as well as the morning of April 
16. Each of these items of evidence can be taken 
into consideration by the jury in determining wheth- 
er the defense of an act of God, as defined in the in- 
structions, has been established. The difference in 
time and distance would relate only to the weight of 
the evidence and not to its admissibility. 

The plaintiff further assigns as error the failure of 
the court to grant plaintiff’s motion for a mistrial 
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because the defendant was permitted to cross- 
examine the plaintiff as to his knowledge of other 
buildings which were damaged by wind on the date 
in question. The motion for mistrial is inappropri- 
ate when it relates to rulings of the court on the ad- 
missibility of the evidence. Only the underlying as- 
signment of error relating to the challenged admis- 
sion of evidence will be considered by this court. 
Plaintiff's objection to the cross-examination of 
plaintiff as to other damage caused by the storm has 
as its basis the plaintiff’s claim that the evidence 
was too remote and thus the defendant was not en- 
titled to raise the affirmative defense of an act of 
God. Both of the objections have previously been 
discussed. 

The remaining assignment of error by the plaintiff 
was the failure of the court to sustain the plaintiff's 
motion for a directed verdict and/or judgment not- 
withstanding the verdict. A jury verdict may not be 
set aside unless it is clearly wrong and it is sufficient 
if there is any competent evidence presented to the 
jury upon which it could find for the successful party 
and all conflicts in the evidence, expert or lay, and 
the credibility of the witnesses is for the jury and not 
for the court. Hawkins Constr. Co. v. Matthews Co., 
Inc., 190 Neb. 546, 209 N. W. 2d 648. Reviewing the 
evidence with all conflicts resolved in favor of the 
defendant, it would appear that the hog confinement 
barn was constructed substantially as set forth in 
the plans submitted to the plaintiff, both the plaintiff 
and the defendant participated in determining the 
method and style of construction, and the hog con- 
finement barn was built similar in style and design 
to other hog confinement barns either built in the vi- 
cinity or recommended by the University of Nebras- 
ka Cooperative Extension Service. Other evidence 
presented would indicate that the windstorm caused 
wide damage within the area and was of an unusual 


VoL. 203] JANUARY TERM, 1979 857 


Kniesche v. Thos 


and extraordinary velocity, perhaps exceeding 80 
miles per hour. 

Plaintiff’s expert witness, an engineer, testified as 
to some deficiencies in the manner of construction 
and to what, in his opinion, was a minimum stand- 
ard of load bearing for the industry. Although the 
plaintiff's expert witness was the only academically 
expert witness, the jury is not bound to accept his 
version and opinion over all other evidence. The 
jury was properly instructed that it may adopt or re- 
ject the conclusions of the experts, according to its 
own best judgment. 

The verdict of the jury was a general verdict 
rather than a special finding and the verdict does 
not disclose whether the verdict for the defendant 
was based upon the failure of the plaintiff to prove 
his case or whether it was based upon the affirma- 
tive defense of the defendant. For the purpose of 
this appeal it makes no real difference, as this court 
finds that the evidence is sufficient to support a ver- 
dict in favor of the defendant on either basis. 

Judgment for the defendant is affirmed. 

AFFIRMED. 


INDEX 


Abandonment. 

1. If it shall appear that any water appropriation has not 
been used for some beneficial or useful purpose, or hav- 
ing been so used at one time has ceased to be used for 
such purpose for more than 3 years, the Department of 
Water Resources shall appoint a place and time of 
hearing, and shall serve notice upon the owners of such 
water appropriation or such ditch, canal, or other di- 
verting works to show cause, by such time and at such 
place, why the water appropriation owned by such per- 
son should not be declared forfeited and annulled be- 
cause such water appropriation had not been used for 
more than 3 years prior to receiving such notice, and 
shall also serve such notice upon the landowners under 
such water appropriation, ditch, or canal. § 46-229.02, 
R. R. S. 1943. Hostetler v. State ...................0.4. 778 

2. Where irrigation water has not been applied to the 
lands described in the adjudicated appropriation for 
the statutory period of 3 years, such nonuse, unless ex- 
cused for some valid reason, will result in the loss of 
the right and the Department of Water Resources may 
cancel the appropriation in whole or in part. Hostetler 
VEState® ac: cece Sete Phe Se hee wh eed sata acdis ae 776 


Accord and Satisfaction. 

1. Anoral agreement to suspend a right to enforce a judg- 
ment for child support may constitute an accord and 
satisfaction entitling a party to a release and satisfac- 
tion of a judgment for child support. Weber v. Weber 528 

2. The principal questions in determining whether a dis- 
charge by accord and satisfaction has taken place are: 

(1) Did the parties in fact agree that the performance 
rendered should operate as a final discharge and satis- 
faction; and (2) does that performance constitute a suf- 
ficient consideration for a return promise or for a dis- 
charge? Kurkowskiv. Bailey ..................5.0005 582 

3. The question of whether a payment rendered by the 
obligor, and later asserted to be in satisfaction, was so 
tendered to the claimant that he knew or should have 
known that it was tendered as full satisfaction is a 
question of fact. Kurkowski v. Bailey ................. 582 


Administrative Law. 
1. In an error proceeding conflicting evidence will not be 
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weighed, and the order of an administrative tribunal 
must be affirmed if the tribunal has acted within its ju- 
risdiction and there is sufficient competent evidence, 
as a matter of law, to sustain its findings and order. 
Davis v. Board of Education .....................00008 
In the grant of power to an administrative agency to 
legislate such power must be limited to the express 
purpose and administered in accordance with stand- 
ards prescribed in the legislative act. An administra- 
tive board has no power or authority other than that 
specifically conferred upon it by statute or by a con- 
struction necessary to accomplish the purpose of the 
act. That authority which is necessary to accomplish 
the purpose of the act must be narrowly construed. It 
is fundamental that in the legislative grant of power to 
an administrative agency, such power must be limited 
to the express legislative purpose and administered in 
accordance with standards described in the legislative 
act. The limitations of the power granted and the 
standards by which the granted powers are to be ad- 
ministered must be clearly and definitely stated. They 
may not rest upon indefinite, obscure, or vague gen- 
eralities or upon extrinsic evidence not readily avail- 
able. University Police Officers Union v. University of 
Nebraska). isi ie ies ea Ob ease ota yee ea ns Dee Get Ve 
The Nebraska Liquor Control Commission is vested 
with discretion in the granting or denial of retail liquor 
licenses, but it may not act arbitrarily or unreasonably. 
Its discretion is to be exercised reasonably and not 
whimsically nor capriciously. Joe and Al’s IGA, Inc. 
v. Nebraska Liquor Control Commission .............. 
Ortman v. Nebraska Liquor Control Commission ...... 
Where the record of the proceedings before the Ne- 
braska Liquor Control Commission contains no evi- 
dence to justify an order, the action must be held to be 
unreasonable and arbitrary. Joe and Al’s IGA, Inc. v. 
Nebraska Liquor Control Commission ................. 
In a proceeding to obtain a liquor license, a resolution 
of the governing body of a municipality recommending 
approval of the application, which fails to receive the 
required number of votes to pass, is ineffective to con- 
stitute any official action of that governing body, 
amounts to no recommendation at all, and does not fur- 
nish competent evidence upon which to base a denial of 
a liquor license application by the Nebraska Liquor 
Control Commission. Joe and Al’s IGA, Inc. v. Nebras- 
ka Liquor Control Commission ......................4. 
Upon appeal to the District Court from an order of the 
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11. 


12, 


138. 


14. 


Nebraska Equal Opportunity Commission the review is 
by trial de novo upon the record. Farmer v. Richman 
Gordman Stores, Inc. ........... 0... cece ee eee 
The power to equalize property valuations between 
counties is vested in the State Board of Equalization 
and Assessment. The sole method of review in this 
court is by appeal. DeCamp v. State Board of Equali- 
zation and Assessment .......... 0.0.0. cece eee eens 
The right of an individual to appeal an order of the 
State Board of Equalization and Assessment is re- 
stricted to one who has demonstrated to the State 
Board that he is a ‘‘person affected’’ by the order. Only 
a taxpayer is a ‘‘person affected.’’ § 77-510, R. R. 8S. 
1943. DeCamp v. State Board of Equalization and As- 
CSSMENG exe. jie dearer deed GG elao ae nab aha: adbasiee Soe 
Where appeal is the sole method of review, failure to al- 
lege essential elements of standing to the State Board 
of Equalization and Assessment may not be corrected 
by affidavit in this court. DeCamp v. State Board of 
Equalization and Assessment ................2-0 00 eeu 
Public hearings, and notice thereof, are a prerequisite 
to an order changing valuations by the State Board of 
Equalization and Assessment. While an appearance 
might properly be made in some manner other than 
personal appearance, it must be made within the time 
limits legally set by the State Board. DeCamp v. State 
Board of Equalization and Assessment ................ 
The Nebraska Liquor Control Commission has broad 
discretion in determining whether applications for li- 
censes should be granted or denied and courts are with- 
out authority to interfere with that discretion unless it 
has been abused. Harrigfeld v. Nebraska Liquor Con- 
trol Commission ......... 00.66. c cee cc eee eee ene eens 
Where the record of the proceedings before the Nebras- 
ka Liquor Control Commission contains no evidence to 
justify an order, the action must be held to be unrea- 
sonable and arbitrary. Harrigfeld v. Nebraska Liquor 
Control Commission ..........0. 6.0.0 
The facts gathered and the evidence taken in this case 
are sufficient to establish that the order of the Ne- 
braska Liquor Control Commission was not unreason- 
able or arbitrary. Harrigfeld v. Nebraska Liquor Con- 
trol Commission .......... 0.0.0.0 cece eee eee eee 2,8 
To the extent that regulation IX-4731 of the Nebraska 
State Department of Welfare creates an irrebuttable 
presumption that the income of maternal grandparents 
is contributed to the needs of an unborn grandchild, it 
denies equal protection and due process of law and is 
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unconstitutional under the United States and Nebraska 
Constitutions. Elliott v. Ehrlich ...................... 


Admissions Against Interest. 


1. 


The requirement imposed by section 27-613 (2), R. R. 8. 
1943, that a witness be afforded an opportunity to ex- 
plain or deny a prior inconsistent statement does not 
apply to admissions or statements offered against a 
party to the action, if the admissions or statements 
were made by that party. Hyde v. Cleveland ......... 
The admissions and declarations of a party to an action 


against his own interest, upon a material matter, are- 


admissible against him as original evidence and may 
be used as rebuttal evidence, and, where he is ex- 
amined as a witness in his own behalf, it is unnecessary 
to lay foundation for the admission of such evidence by 
cross-examination. Hyde v. Cleveland ................ 


Adverse Possession. 


1. 


Affidavits. 
1. 


One who claims title by adverse possession must prove 
by a preponderance of the evidence that he has been in 
actual, continuous, exclusive, notorious, and adverse 
possession under claim of ownership for a full period of 
10 years. Rentschler v. Walnofer ..................44. 
To permit tacking of successive adverse possession of 
grantees of an area not within the cails of a deed, but 
contiguous thereto, among the ultimate facts to be es- 
tablished is the intended and actual transfer and de- 
livery of such area to the grantee as successor in own- 
ership, possession, and claim. Rentschler v. Walnofer 
Titie may not be granted or quieted on the theory of ad- 
verse possession in the absence of proof of exclusive 
possession for a purpose to which the land is adapted 
for the statutory period of 10 years. Rentschler v. Wal- 
NOLEP® eye es Saeed a tees cede asa eelaater pring ced Neen 
Acts of dominion over the land must, to be effective as 
against the true owner, be so open, notorious, and hos- 
tile as to put an ordinarily prudent person on notice of 
the fact that his lands are in the adverse possession of 
another. Rentschler v. Walnofer ..................+-. 
A person claiming title by adverse possession must oc- 
cupy and possess the land adversely to the record own- 
ers with the requisite intent and purpose to assert 
ownership. Rentschler v. Walnofer ............-.-.+: 


The provisions of section 52-103, R. S. Supp., 1978, as to 
the making of an affidavit of the giving of notice of me- 
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Agents. 


chanic’s lien to the landowner, are directory and not 
mandatory; irregularities in such affidavit will not 
render the lien void and unenforceable. Sherwood v. 
TUGCKOM: spins eA SESS A dace a ek See TN Avnet Pe aa 
Although an affidavit may be used to prove service of 
process, such affidavit cannot be considered on an ap- 
peal of a cause to this court, unless it is offered in evi- 
dence in the trial court and preserved in and made a 
part of the bill of exceptions. T. S. McShane Co., Inc. 
v. Dominion Constr. Co. ........ 0. ccc ene 


The term ‘‘attorney,’’ used in section 52-103, R. S. Supp., 


1978, means any agent or substitute acting for and in 
behalf of a lien claimant; it may include an attorney at 
law but is not limited to that meaning. Sherwood v. 
MPUCKOPS ai cessa stan eae eeu aed okt, nate ats aatccath ease ete ts tence ee 


Agreements. 


Where the leading object or main purpose of a party 


promising to pay the debt of another is to promote his 
own interests, and not to become a guarantor, and the 
promise is made on sufficient consideration, the statute 
of frauds is not applicable and the promise will be valid 
although not in writing. Branham v. McGinnis ....... 


Alcoholic Liquors. 


1. 


Alimony. 


The Nebraska Liquor Control Commission is vested 
with discretion in the granting or denial of retail liquor 
licenses, but it may not act arbitrarily or unreasonably. 
Its discretion is to be exercised reasonably and not 
whimsically nor capriciously. Ortman v. Nebraska 
Liquor Control Commission ...................0 esse eee 
Absence of need alone is not a sufficient reason to deny 
an otherwise proper application for a liquor license. 
Ortman v. Nebraska Liquor Control Commission ...... 


The rules for determining alimony or division of prop- 
erty in an action for dissolution of marriage provide no 
mathematical formula by which such awards can be 
precisely determined. They are to be determined by 
the facts in each case and the courts will consider all 
pertinent facts in reaching an award that is just and 
equitable. Pfeiffer v. Pfeiffer ....................0005 
Slama v. Slama ............... 0.0 c cece eee eee 
The fixing of alimony or distribution of property rests 
in the sound discretion of the District Court and in the 
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absence of an abuse of discretion will not be disturbed 
onappeal. Pfeiffer v. Pfeiffer ........................ 
Mahan v. Mahan ........... 0... cece ce eee 
Alimony, support, and property settlement issues must 
be considered together to determine whether the trial 
court abused its discretion. Brusv. Brus ............. 
Although alimony and allocation of property rights are 
distinguishable and have different purposes in mar- 
riage dissolution proceedings, they are still closely re- 
lated in the matter of determining the amount to be al- 
lowed, and circumstances may require that they be 
considered together to determine whether the court has 
abused its discretion. Mahan v. Mahan ............... 
The rule for determination of alimony or division of 
property in dissolution actions provides no mathe- 
matical formula by which such an award can be de- 
termined and, generally speaking, awards vary from 
one-third to one-half the property involved depending 
on the facts and circumstances in each particular case. 
Patton v. Patton .......... ccc cece tet cote eee ennee 
A judgment of the trial court making a distribution of 
property and fixing the amount of alimony will not be 
disturbed on appeal unless it is patently unfair on the 
record. Pattonv. Patton ............ 0. cc cece eee eens 
When a dissolution of a marriage is decreed, the court 
may order the payment of such alimony by one party to 
the other as may be reasonable, having regard for the 
circumstances of the parties, duration of the marriage, 
and the ability of the supported party to engage in gain- 
ful employment. The ultimate test of alimony provi- 
sions is one of reasonableness. Slama v. Slama ....... 
An award of alimony or distribution of property may be 
altered on appeal where the record reflects good cause. 
Slama-v. Slama... ..c.cecec tae cee yee sa ed eta nee nen ee 


Appeal and Error. 


1. 


The standard of review in an error proceeding from an 
order terminating the contract of a tenured teacher is 
whether there has been sufficient evidence adduced at 
the proceeding before the inferior tribunal, as a matter 
of law, to support the determination reached. Davis v. 
Board of Education ............. 0... ccc cee eee 
In an appeal in an equity action, it is the duty of this 
court to try issues of fact de novo upon the record and 
to reach an independent conclusion without reference 
to the findings of the District Court. Monarch Chemi- 
cal Works, Inc. v. City of Omaha ..........-...--.50-5- 
Where, by stipulation of the parties and order of the 
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11. 


12. 


court, two lawsuits, having a common issue determina- 
tive of both, are consolidated for trial and only one 
judgment is entered affecting two adverse parties on 
the common issue, the parties have, in effect, made one 
lawsuit out of two and the appealing party need file 
only one notice of appeal to this court. Southwest Bank 
of Omaha v. Moritz ........ 0... eee ee eee 
A motion to declare a mistrial is addressed to the sound 
discretion of the trial court, and its ruling will not be 
disturbed on appeal in the absence of a showing of an 
abuse of discretion. Reicheneker v. Seward .......... 
A notice of appeal filed after the trial court has an- 
nounced its decision, but before a judgment has been 
rendered or entered, is effective to confer jurisdiction 
on this court if the notice of appeal shows on its face 
that it relates to the decision which has been announced 
by the trial court and the record shows that a judgment 
was subsequently rendered or entered in accordance 
with the decision which was announced and to which 
the notice of appeal relates. Dale Electronics, Inc. v. 
Pederal-Ins.' Co. ost 38 sa aciaad pe Fes ate sac stairs 
The judgment of the trial court in an action at law 
where a jury has been waived has the effect of a ver- 
dict of a jury and it will not be set aside on appeal un- 
less clearly wrong. Fabricators, Inc. v. Farmers Ele- 
VALCO, UNC se) 6 osc ee eer 38 aN G6 a ora 68s 5S cola lSeia gs 9 SH we 
Error may not be predicated upon a ruling excluding 
evidence without making an offer of proof as to what 
the excluded evidence may have been. Schwartz v. 
Selva ge iscciisuewe sige easeee id yee ea8 alta Padte va eileg tae 
Upon appeal to the District Court from an order of the 
Nebraska Equal Opportunity Commission the review is 
by trial de novo upon the record. Farmer v. Richman 
Gordman Stores, Inc. ............. 0.0 cece eee ee eens 
Where the evidence supporting the District Court’s 
findings of fact is substantial, the findings will not be 
disturbed. Farmer v. Richman Gordman Stores, Inc. 
Appellate review in civil cases is not a fundamental 
right guaranteed by either the due process or privileges 
and immunities clauses of the Fourteenth Amendment 
to the Constitution of the United States. Nebraska 
State Bank v. Dudley .............. ccc c cee eee ceca 
Where the right to appellate review is granted by law, 
it must be afforded in a nondiscriminating manner. 
Nebraska State Bank v. Dudley ....................05. 
Article I, section 24, of the Nebraska Constitution, does 
not bar either the Legislature or this court from mak- 
ing reasonable rules and regulations governing review 
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on appeal. Nebraska State Bank v. Dudley ........... 
The trial court is vested with broad discretion in con- 
sidering discovery requests of defense counsel and 
error can be predicated only upon an abuse of such dis- 
cretion. State v. Fuller ............ 0... cece cee eee 
An issue which has been fully litigated by direct appeal 
cannot be relitigated in an action for post conviction re- 
lief or by mere presentation of different arguments re- 
lated to the same issue if the alleged facts are known to 


‘the defendant at the time of direct appeal. State v. 


VS sees prin zeae ie Baa Soins ge ein as Soehed oie Sak tage ee tne ese ogatoc aslo ceubed 
Although an affidavit may be used to prove service of 
process, such affidavit cannot be considered on an ap- 
peal of a cause to this court, unless it is offered in evi- 
dence in the trial court and preserved in and made a 
part of the bill of exceptions. T. S. McShane Co., Inc. 
v. Dominion Constr. Co. 0.0... ccc cee tees 
The findings of a court in a law action in which a jury is 
waived have the effect of a verdict of a jury and will 
not be disturbed on appeal unless clearly wrong. T. S. 
McShane Co., Inc. v. Dominion Constr. Co. ............ 
Except where jurisdiction is involved, this court will 
consider on appeal only questions which have been pre- 
sented to and passed upon by the trial court. State v. 
GenMaM 2.0 spd cle Bi wba ae WAR Fe ee 
Once the state court is notified of an order of remand 
by the federal court, it resumes jurisdiction and may 
proceed even in the face of an appeal of the remand or- 
der, unless the defendant obtains a stay of proceedings. 
State-v. Lehman 2:i5.6 60606 ees a is bis ere bates ewe 
On an appeal to the Supreme Court from an order of 
the Nebraska Public Service Commission, administra- 
tive or legislative in character, the only questions to be 
determined are whether the Commission acted within 
the scope of its authority and whether the order com- 
plained of is reasonable and not arbitrarily made. Neb. 
Public Service Commission v. Grand Island Mov. & 
Stor. Co: ING. 6-5 fener eae eed eRe ke dale Ove 
Where appeal is the sole method of review, failure to al- 
lege essential elements of standing to the State Board 
of Equalization and Assessment may not be corrected 
by affidavit in this court. DeCamp v. State Board of 
Equalization and Assessment ................ ee cee eeee 
A motion to vacate or modify which is filed within the 
time limitation contemplated by section 30-2437, R. R. 
S. 1943, is similar in nature to a motion for a new trial 
in District Court, and the overruling of such motion is a 
final order itself which extends the 30-day appeal time 
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22. 


23. 


24. 


25. 


26. 


27. 


28. 


29. 


31. 


32. 


from the entry of the original order complained of to 
the date upon which the motion to vacate or modify is 
overruled. DeVries v. Rix ............... cece cece eee 
For a question of constitutionality of a statute to be con- 
sidered in this court, it must be properly raised in the 
trial court or it will be deemed waived. State Fire 
Marshal v. Schaneman .............. 0. ccc eee eee 
Questions not presented to or passed upon by the trial 
court will not be considered on appeal. State Fire 
Marshal v. Schaneman ............. 2... css ence eee eee 
If the trial court views the premises, it is required to 
consider any competent and relevant facts revealed 
thereby; and, similarly, a duty is imposed on this 
court, on review of the findings made by the trial court, 
to give consideration to the fact that the trial court did 
view the premises. State Fire Marshal v. Schaneman 
A judgment of the District Court will not be set aside by 
this court on appeal unless it is clearly wrong and not 
supported by the evidence. Hyde v. Cleveland ........ 
Petition in error proceedings are not available to ap- 
peal from ministerial acts. Singleton v. Kimball Coun- 
ty Board of Commissioners ............... 00: e eee 
While a collection of individual errors, each of which 
standing alone is insufficient to constitute prejudicial 
error, may under certain circumstances be sufficient to 
warrant a granting of a new trial, the mere collection 
of errors in itself does not necessarily mandate this re- 
sult, the test being whether under the totality of the cir- 
cumstances prejudice has resulted. Palma v. Barta .. 
In a jury-waived action the judgment of the trial court 
on the facts has the same force as a jury verdict and 
will not be set aside on appeal if.there is sufficient com- 
petent evidence to support it. Scott-Hourigan Co. v. 
DOPPeZ: csi iasdesad dics aoa t dad ooo wie iotd tea aaa 
Consideration of the cause in this court is generally 
limited to errors assigned and discussed. Grand Island 
School Dist. #2 v. Celotex Corp. ............ 5c eeee eens 
Where during the trial of a case, both parties treat an 
affirmative defense as denied, it will be so considered 
in this court, although plaintiff did not file a reply. 
Kurkowski v. Bailey ........... 0. ccc cece eee eee 
Mental commitment proceedings are judicial in nature 
and the District Court must review the determination 
of the mental health board de novo on the record. Hill 
v. County Board of Mental Health ..................4.. 
This court will not interfere on appeal with a final order 
made by the District Court in a mental health commit- 
ment proceeding unless this court can say as a matter 
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of law that it is not supported by clear and convincing 
proof. Hill v. County Board of Mental Health ......... 
An order of the Court of Industrial Relations that is 
supported by substantial evidence and is not arbitrary 
or capricious will not be disturbed on appeal. Ameri- 
can Assn. of University Professors v. Board of Regents 
This court may take cognizance of prejudicial error. in 
instructions indicative of probable miscarriage of jus- 
tice. Nat. Bank of Commerce Trust & Savings Assn. v. 
Mitchell :os..0.0 Aides a tacdeedaa inate ieeig innate: 
In an appeal of an action for dissolution of a marriage, 
the Supreme Court is required to try the case de novo 
and reach independent conclusions on the issues pre- 
sented by the appeal without referring to the conclu- 
sions or judgment reached in the District Court. While 
in a divorce action the case is to be tried de novo, this 
court will give weight to the fact that the trial court ob- 
served the witnesses and their manner of testifying and 
accepted one version of facts rather than the opposite. 
Patton v: Patton: 20.556. cdwie cies eee cde pene ne ee tes ene 
In an appeal from a decree of dissolution of marriage, 
this court, in reaching its own findings, will give weight 
to the fact that the trial court observed the witnesses 
and their manner of testifying, and accepted one ver- 
sion of the facts rather than the opposite. Slama v. 
SAM B20 Facets eas eh ve cayatnie aeak yf Ma steel ances ae ee eaves 
Mueller v. Mueller ......... 0.00. cece ccc eee 
An award of alimony or distribution of property may be 
altered on appeal where the record reflects good cause. 
Slama:-V: SIAMA 3 .0:d5 cin 50k seins Aedes a eine ware es ae 
An error in ruling on the admissibility of evidence will 
not constitute ground for reversal unless the evidence 
is prejudicial. State v. Williams ...................... 
The credibility of witnesses is for the trier of fact to de- 
termine and not for the Supreme Court on appeal. State 
Vie WHTTNAIMS oos tos sen ate wees Be eda wlars a prs tuele ardple rere taielatsele 
It is not the province of this court to weigh or resolve 
conflicts in the evidence, the credibility of witnesses, or 
the weight to be given their testimony. Commodity 
Traders, Inc. v. Palmer .............. 2... cece eee eee 
It is a general rule in this jurisdiction that mandamus 
will not issue to review the action of an inferior court 
where there is an adequate remedy at law, and the writ 
may not be used to usurp or take the place of a writ of 
error or an appeal. However, when the remedy, 
though available, is inadequate, mandamus will lie. 
State ex rel. Simpson v. Vondrasek .................... 
Validity of special assessment for street improvement 


628 


634 


638 


653 


649 


649 


667 


693 


VoL. 203] INDEX 
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44, 
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was properly challenged by petition in error timely 
filed after appearance before city council sitting as 
board of equalization. Turner v. City of North Platte 
In a post conviction proceeding where the evidence es- 
tablishes a denial or infringement of the right to coun- 
sel which occurred only at the appeal stage of the 
former criminal proceedings, the District Court has 
jurisdiction and power to grant a new direct appeal 
without granting a new trial or setting aside the origi- 
nal conviction and sentence. State v. Chipps .......... 
Error may not be predicated upon a ruling which ex- 
cludes evidence unless a substantial right of the party 
is affected and no judgment shall be reversed or af- 
fected by reason of such error or defect. Harrigfeld v. 
Nebraska Liquor Control Commission ................. 
A party may not claim error on the failure to introduce 
evidence which was incumbent upon the party seeking 
the benefit of the evidence to introduce. A party can- 
not be heard to complain of error which he was instru- 
mental in bringing about. Foreman & Clark of Nebras- 
ka, Inc. v. City of Omaha ........ 0. eee 
A decree of dissolution of marriage settling and divid- 
ing the property of the parties is not subject to appel- 
late review respecting such division and assignment of 
property unless appeal is taken therefrom within the 
time provided by statute. When final it is res judicata 
as to the parties on the award and assignment of prop- 
erty therein provided. White v. White ................ 
An appeal from an order nunc pro tunc Is limited to 
whether that order was properly made and does not af- 
ford appellant the right to appeal from the decree to 
which the order is directed. White v. White ........... 
An actual offer of evidence upon an issue is not neces- 
sary in order to preserve the question for review if the 
trial court has theretofore ruled that no proof upon that 
issue would be received in any event, and the alleged 
error in doing so has been appropriately preserved by 
motion for new trial or otherwise. Quinlan v. City of 
OMAN AG hoes lei ae La Mi Ae te eanedie ts 
In our review of orders and decisions of the Court of In- 
dustrial Relations, we are restricted to considering 
whether the order of that court is supported by substan- 
tial evidence justifying the order made, whether it 
acted within the scope of its statutory authority, and 
whether its action was arbitrary, capricious, or unrea- 
sonable. Metro. Tech. Com. Col. Ed. Assn. v. Metro. 
Tech. Com. Col. Area 2.0.0... 0.0 ccc eee eee ete 
This court in determining if findings of the District 
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Court are sustained by evidence must consider the 
proof and permissible inferences therefrom most fa- 
vorably to the successful party. VSC, Inc. v. Lilja .... 
The findings of the trial court in an action at law have 
the effect of a verdict of a jury and will not be dis- 
turbed on appeal unless they are clearly wrong. VSC, 
Ine; Ws Leja ois ia eds Se Rak ERG ea eds aeRO Ess 
The endorsement of additional names upon the infor- 
mation after trial has begun cannot be availed of as 
error where defendant makes no showing of prejudice 
or does not ask for postponement or continuance of the 
trial. Statev. Nielsen ........... 0... cece ee eee ees 
A motion for mistrial is inappropriate when it relates to 
rulings of the court on the admissibility of evidence and 
only the underlying assignment of error relating to the 
challenged admission of evidence will be considered on 
appeal by this court. Knieschev. Thos ............... 


Arraignments. 


1. 


A claim that a defendant was not accorded a pre- 
liminary hearing, nor waived it, is determinable by a 
plea in abatement. State v. Forbes ................... 
District Courts are without jurisdiction to try on infor- 
mation one accused of committing a felony within the 
state unless the defendant is first accorded the privi- 
lege of a preliminary examination or waives the same. 
State v.. Forbes: ..0c65 sees cca s sea pas ae eget ea weceweu es 
If a defendant is accorded a preliminary hearing and 
thereafter an amended information is filed charging a 
crime that includes some of the elements of the original 
crime charged without the addition of any element ir- 
relevant to that original charge, no new preliminary 
hearing is required. State v. Forbes .................. 
Without a certified copy of the transcript of the evi- 
dence introduced at the preliminary hearing, and in the 
absence of a stipulation, no determination can be made 
in District Court that probable cause is established by 
an amended information, which on its face does not ap- 
pear to be a lesser-included offense. State v. Forbes 


Assault and Battery. 


1. 


Section 25.11.010 of the Omaha municipal code, estab- 
lishing the misdemeanor offense of ‘‘Assault; Battery’’ 
is a proper and valid exercise of the power granted to 
the city under its home rule charter to establish or- 
dinances for the safety and security of the city and the 
citizens thereof. State v. Belitz ....................... 
Where an 18-year-old man intentionally hits another 
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person in the face with his fist, with force enough to 
knock the person unconscious, an intent to cause bodily 
injury can be inferred as a matter of law, and the sub- 
jective intent of the actor is immaterial. Jones v. 
Norval isi i dense rues tho Oe Sele ba hinds ee bas peas 


Assessments. 


The constitutional requirement is that there be notice to 


the property owners of a special assessment and an op- 
portunity to contest its validity and amount before the 
assessment becomes a charge on the property. First 
Assembly of God Church v. City of Scottsbluff ......... 


Assignments. 


1. 


Though there may be no assignment in haec verba of a 
mortgage and note, the facts may establish an equita- 
ble assignment of such interest. Equity disregards 
mere form, and no particular words or particular form 
of instrument is necesssary to effect an equitable as- 
signment. Any language, however informal, may 
amount to an equitable assignment if it shows the in- 
tention of the owner of a chose in action to transfer it, 
so that it will become the property of the transferee. 
Tilden v. Beckmann ........... cece eee eens 
The intention of the assignor must be to transfer a pres- 
ent interest in the debt or fund or subject matter; if this 
is clearly expressed, the transaction is an assignment; 
otherwise not. Tilden v. Beckmann ..................- 
An assignment is not binding if obtained by misrepre- 
sentation, or if not supported by consideration. Abra- 
ham v. Abraham ..... 0.0.6... c ccc cece eens 
Where, in the process of liquidating and terminating 
the business of an installment loan licensee, a legal and 
valid installment loan obligation is assigned to a credi- 
tor of the licensee in satisfaction of an indebtedness of 
the licensee, the assignee acquires all the right, title, 
and interest of the licensee and may sue for, collect, 
and receive any lawful rate of interest provided for in 
the installment loan agreement although the assignee 
does not have a license to engage in the installment 
loan business. Bateman v. Liggett .................... 
Where the mortgagee has made an assignment of the 
mortgage, and the assignee has not reassigned or re- 
delivered it to the mortgagee at the time a foreclosure 
action is commenced by the mortgagee, the mortgagee 
is not the real party in interest to bring the action. 
Redding v. Gibbs 2.0.0.6... cece ccc eens 
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Attorney and Client. 


1. 


Attorneys 
1. 


Acquiring or permitting a single attorney to represent 
codefendants, often referred to as joint representation, 
is not per se violative of the constitutional guarantees 
of effective assistance of counsel. State v. Kerns ..... 
As a general rule a defendant is entitled to retain coun- 
sel of his own choice and may not be denied the right to 
change retained counsel unless the result is to interfere 
with the orderly procedure in the courts without a 
showing of good cause for the desired change. State v. 
Kincal @ii50ce eecaie es Stele Bhi hk Sarews wie erhe ee grew ands 
If a defendant in a criminal case acquiesces in repre- 
sentation by an attorney whom he had previously re- 
jected, he cannot afterwards complain that he was not 
represented by counsel. State v. Kincaid ............. 


at Law. 

The test for determining whether or not counsel for a 
defendant in a criminal prosecution has provided ade- 
quate representation is that trial counsel perform at 
least as well as a lawyer with ordinary training and 
skill in the criminal law in his area, and that he con- 
scientiously protect the interests of his client. State v. 
Kem ¢ iessccdaet inc’ et tandtiseh ceasuae lees aamen eet pase 
To meet the test of effectiveness, trial counsel should 
perform at least as well as a lawyer with ordinary 
training and skill in the criminal law in his area, and he 
should conscientiously protect the interests of his 
client. State v. MayS .............. ccc cece teens 
Lawyers who are granted licenses to practice their pro- 
fession in this state thereby voluntarily assume certain 
obligations and duties as officers of the courts, and in 
the performance thereof they must conform to certain 
standards in relation to clients, to the courts, to the pro- 
fession, and to the public. State ex rel. Nebraska State 
Bar Assn. v. Dunker ............. 2.0.0: cce cece eee e eens 
In determining the sanction to be applied for violations 
of the Code of Professional Responsibility of the Ne- 
braska State Bar Association, this court may properly 
consider the respondent’s history and record in this re- 
gard. State ex rel. Nebraska State Bar Assn. v. 
DUNK Or? poets tif ds i ei le ESE R al ec a ae ES 


Attorney’s Fees. 


1. 


Reasonable attorney’s fees may properly be awarded 
in actions upon insurance policies under section 44-359, 
R. R. S. 1943. The amount to be allowed rests in the 
sound discretion of the court, considering the elements 
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Bailment. 


INDEX 


of the amount involved, the responsibility assumed, the 
questions of law raised, the time and labor necessarily 
required in the performance of duties, the professional 
diligence and skill required, and the result of the serv- 
ices performed. Herrera v. American Standard Ins. 
CO}. aha ded haw by wie Gide are ds dve eran, aalives Malia 
An action seeking modification of custody or possession 
rights over minor children is a proceeding ancillary to 
the original divorce, and the District Court retains au- 
thority to exercise discretion in the granting of attor- 
ney’s fees. Nimmerv. Nimmer .................-0055 


It is within the discretion of the trial court to remit a 
part or all of the penalty of a bail bond. State v. Ernest 
An order forfeiting a part of a bail bond and remitting 
the balance will not be disturbed in the absence of an 
abuse of discretion. State v. Ernest ................... 
Courts have the inherent power to consider the pro- 
priety of bail under special circumstances in the light 
of modern concepts of fundamental fairness, even 
though there is no statute specifically authorizing bail. 
State ex rel. Partin v. Jensen ......... eee ee eee 


The term “‘bailment’’ is comprehensively defined as a 
delivery of personalty for some particular purpose, or 
on mere deposit, upon a contract, express or implied, 
that after the purpose has been fulfilled it shall be rede- 
livered to the person who delivered it or otherwise dealt 
with according to his directions, or kept until he re- 
claims it, as the case may be. Peck v. Masonic Manor 
Apartment Hotel ........... ccc eee eens 
It is of the very essence of a contract of bailment that it 
shall contemplate the return of the property bailed. 
Peck v. Masonic Manor Apartment Hotel .............. 
An information which charges theft from the person in 
the actual possession of personal property, as bailee, is 
sufficient. State v. MayS ............ 6 cece eee ee eens 
For purposes of. determining the value of the property 
alleged to have been stolen, the State may aggregate 
the value of property entrusted to the victim, as bailee, 
by another person and of property in which the victim 
has complete ownership. State v. Mays ............... 


Bankruptcy. 


1. 


A trustee in bankruptcy, receiver, custodian in posses- 
sion under a bankruptcy arrangement, etc., of a car- 
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rier, has the rights in the certificate of convenience and 
necessity of the carrier which are provided by section 
75-322, R. R. S. 1943, and these rights must be respected 
by the Nebraska Public Service Commission. Neb. 
Public Service Commission v. Grand Island Mov. & 
Stor: Cos, INC -s.2 set Soh Sake ako eared ea eee 
The question of what property belongs to the bankrupt 
as of the date of the filing of the petition in bankruptcy 
is determined by state law. Neb. Public Service Com- 
mission v. Grand Island Mov. & Stor. Co., Inc. ......... 
The mere filing of a petition in bankruptcy does not de- 
prive a state court or agency such as the Nebraska 
Public Service Commission of jurisdiction in a pending 
action against the bankrupt. Neb. Public Service Com- 
mission v. Grand Island Mov. & Stor. Co., Inc. ......... 
A reclamation of cattle sold to a cash purchaser is nota 
voidable preference in bankruptcy. Peck v. Augustin 
Bros CO’ 2 fens ces eae iawn hs oes eS PANO RES Hate Une 


Bill of Exceptions. 


Although an affidavit may be used to prove service of 


process, such affidavit cannot be considered on an ap- 
peal of a cause to this court, unless it is offered in evi- 
dence in the trial court and preserved in and made a 
part of the bill of exceptions. T. S. McShane Co., Inc. 
v. Dominion Constr. Co. 0.0... 0.0... cece eee 


Board of Regents. 


Bonds. 


The Board of Regents of the University of Nebraska has 


primary authority for establishing its own schedules of 
wages, terms and conditions of employment, and hours 
of labor, but when an industrial dispute, as defined by 
section 48-801 (7), R. R. S. 1943, arises, the Court of In- 
dustrial Relations may acquire jurisdiction for the lim- 
ited purpose of resolving such dispute. Likewise, the 
Court of Industrial Relations may acquire jurisdiction 
for resolving an industrial: dispute concerning the as- 
sociation or representation of persons in negotiating, 
fixing, maintaining, changing, or seeking to arrange 
terms or conditions of employment or refusal to discuss 
terms or conditions of employment. University Police 
Officers Union v. University of Nebraska .............. 


The county court has exclusive jurisdiction to deter- 
mine the state of accounts between the guardian and 
ward, and no action can be maintained upon a guar- 
dian’s bond until the amount to be due from the guar- 
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dian is first ascertained on the settlement of the guar- 
dian’s final account by the county court. Feltz v. Uni- 
versal Surety’ Co... 26.20 eines sessed ee bis Roel es 
The order and decree of the county court as to the 
amount due from the guardian to his ward upon the 
final accounting and settlement of the guardian is final 
and conclusive upon the sureties on the guardian’s 
bond, both as to the bond entered into upon his appoint- 
ment or for any bond he may have been required to 
give under a license to sell his ward's real estate. Feltz 
v. Universal Surety Co. .......... ec cece cee eee eee 
It is within the discretion of the trial court to remit a 
part or all of the penalty of a bail bond. State v. Ernest 
An order forfeiting a part of a bail bond and remitting 
the balance will not be disturbed in the absence of an 
abuse of discretion. State v. Ernest ...................- 


Burden of Proof. . 


1. 


Canons. 


The State has the burden of establishing the legal suffi- 
ciency of a consent to a search and seizure. State v. 
French °2ciciciede cae She ba Eve tae be ade albany ses eee 
Whether a person whose consent is sought was in the 
custody of the police at the time the consent was given 
is an important consideration in determining voluntari- 
ness, duress, or coercion, and custody makes the prose- 
cution’s burden heavier. State v. French ............. 
The petitioners for the transfer of land from one school 
district to another school district have the burden of 
proving by a preponderance of the evidence each of the 
statutory requirements for such transfer provided in 
section 79-403 (1), R. R. S. 1943. Roelfs v. Specht ...... 


In determining the sanction to be applied for violations of 


the Code of Professional Responsibility of the Nebraska 
State Bar Association, this court may properly consider 
the respondent’s history and record in this regard. 
State ex rel. Nebraska State Bar Assn. v. Dunker ...... 


Case Overruled. 


1. 


Matzke v. City of Seward, 193 Neb. 211, 226 N. W. 2d 
340, overruled in part. First Assembly of God Church 
v. City of Scottsbluff ............ 6c cece eee ee cece 
The common law doctrine of interspousal tort im- 
munity pronounced in Emerson v. Western Seed & Irri- 
gation Co., 116 Neb. 180, 216 N. W. 287 (1927), is 
abrogated. Imigv. March .........-...--:se esses eens 
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Alimony, support, and property settlement issues must 
be considered together to determine whether the trial 
court abused its discretion. Brusv. Brus ............. 
In determining the amount of child support to be 
awarded, the status, character, and situation of the 
parties and attendant circumstances must be consid- 
ered. The financial position of the husband as well as 
the estimated costs of support of the children must be 
taken into account, and a decision in this regard rests 
in the sound discretion of the trial court which will not 
be disturbed on appeal unless it appears that the court 
abused its discretion. Brusv. Brus ................... 


876 

Child Support. 
1, 
2. 
3. 


Claims. 


An oral agreement to suspend a right to enforce a judg- 
ment for child support may constitute an accord and 
satisfaction entitling a party to a release and satisfac- 
tion of a judgment for child support. Weber v. Weber 


A contingent claim against a decedent’s estate is one 


upon which the liability depends upon some future 
event which may or may not happen and which makes 
it uncertain whether it will ever be a liability. Until 
that future event happens a right of action upon the 
contingent claim does not arise. Hooker and Heft v. 
Estate of Weinberger .......... 0.0.0... cece cece eee ee 


Collective Bargaining. 


1. 


Matters which are predominately matters of educa- 
tional policy and management prerogative are not sub- 
ject to mandatory negotiation, whereas conditions of 
employment are. Metro. Tech. Com. Col. Ed. Assn. v. 
Metro. Tech. Com. Col. Area ............. 0 cece cece eee 
A matter which is of fundamental, basic, or essential 
concern to an employee’s financial and personal con- 
cern may be considered as involving working condi- 
tions and is mandatorily bargainable even though there 
may be some minor influence on educational policy or 
management prerogative. Metro. Tech. Com. Col. Ed. 
Assn. v. Metro. Tech. Com. Col. Area ................. 
Those matters which involve foundational value judg- 
ments, which strike at the very heart of the educational 
philosophy of the particular institution, are manage- 
ment prerogatives and are not a proper subject for 
negotiation even though such decisions may have some 
impact on working conditions. Metro. Tech. Com. Col. 
Ed. Assn. v. Metro. Tech. Com. Col. Area ............. 


161 


161 


528 


674 


832 


832 


VoL. 203] INDEX 


Colleges and Universities. 


1. 


The Board of Regents of the University of Nebraska 
has primary authority for establishing its own sched- 
ules of wages, terms and conditions of employment, 
and hours of labor, but when an industrial dispute, as 
defined by section 48-801 (7), R. R. S. 1943, arises, the 
Court of Industrial Relations may acquire jurisdiction 
for the limited purpose of resolving such dispute. Like- 
wise, the Court of Industrial Relations may acquire ju- 
risdiction for resolving an industrial dispute concerning 
the association or representation of persons in negotiat- 
ing, fixing, maintaining, changing, or seeking to ar- 
range terms or conditions of employment or refusal to 
discuss terms or conditions of employment. University 
Police Officers Union v. University of Nebraska ....... 
The Court of Industrial Relations may acquire jurisdic- 
tion of an industrial dispute between the Board of Re- 
gents of the University of Nebraska and its employees 
for the purpose of resolving the dispute. American 
Assn. of University Professors v. Board of Regents .... 
Under the facts in this case a bargaining unit consisting 
of employees holding academic rank and administra- 
tively assigned to the University of Nebraska-Omaha 
was appropriate. American Assn. of University Pro- 
fessors v. Board of Regents .............. cece eee 
Department chairmen are properly included in bar- 
gaining units of faculty employees where their powers 
are effectively diffused among the department faculty 
pursuant to the principle of collegiality. American 
Assn. of University Professors v. Board of Regents .... 


Conciliation. 


It is only when there exists a reasonable possibility of 
reconciliation that the statutes require efforts to effect 
reconciliation to be made. Mueller v. Mueller ........ 


Condemnation. 


The measure of damages in the taking or injury of a 
leasehold is the difference between the rental value of 
the remainder of the term and the rent reserved in the 
lease. Foreman & Clark of Nebraska, Inc. v. City of 
Omaha ais eV awee ents wierd boeken ree eo} es 


Confessions. 


1. 


To be admissible, a statement or confession must be 
free and voluntary. It must not be extracted by any 
sort of threats or violence, nor obtained by any direct 
or implied promises, however slight, nor by the exer- 


877 


628 


628 


628 


653 


746 


878 


INDEX [VoL. 203 


tion of any improper influence. State v. Smith ........ 
The right to counsel attaches when the proceeding 
ceases to be investigatory and becomes accusatory. 
Statements obtained during the investigation of a crime 
are not inadmissible because counsel was not present. 
State v. Fuller ......... 2.0... 0 ccc cece ete recone 


Conspiracy. 


1. 


A conspiracy need not be established by direct evi- 
dence of the acts charged, but may, and generally 
must, be proved by a number of indefinite acts, condi- 
tions, and circumstances which vary according to the 
purpose to be accomplished. Davidson v. Simmons ... 
A conspiracy between the parties having been once es- 
tablished, whatever was done in pursuance of it by one 
of the conspirators is to be considered as the act of all, 
and all are liable irrespective of the fact that they did 
not actively participate in the particular act and irre- 
spective of the extent to which they benefited by it. 
Davidson v. Simmons ............... 0... c eee e eens 


Constitutional Law. 


1. 


Each and every clause in the Constitution has been in- 
serted for some useful purpose. Constitutional provi- 
sions should receive even broader and more liberal 
construction than statutes, and constitutions are not 
subject to rules of strict construction. University Po- 
lice Officers Union v. University of Nebraska ......... 
The sovereign nature of the power of eminent domain is 
such that the function of the courts is limited to a de- 
termination of whether constitutional provisions have 
been violated, and if they have not, the right of the Leg- 
islature to exercise it in any manner it sees fit must be 
sustained. If the property be taken irregularly, or if 
the taking is not for a public purpose, the owner can 
proceed against the taker the same as any other tres- 
passer by injunction, ejectment, or any other available 
remedy. Monarch Chemical Works, Inc. v. City of 
Omaha, eoecenk sake hs ea Sisal Sell eg han GEE oe etree 
If an indigent defendant was deprived of his constitu- 
tional right to counsel by not being furnished an at- 
torney to present his appeal to the appellate court, he 
was not afforded an effective appeal and the decision 
thereon must be deemed a nullity. State v. Moore 

The due process clause of the Fourteenth Amendment 
to the Constitution of the United States guarantees the 
assistance of counsel unless that right is intelligently 
and understandingly waived by the accused. Courts 
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10. 


11. 


12. 


13. 


must indulge every reasonable presumption against a 
waiver of fundamental constitutional rights, and do not 
presume acquiescence in their loss. State v. Moore ... 
Appellate review in civil cases is not a fundamental 
right guaranteed by either the due process or privileges 
and immunities clauses of the Fourteenth Amendment 
to the Constitution of the United States. Nebraska 
State Bank v. Dudley ............. 0. ccc cece ee cee ene 
Article I, section 24, of the Nebraska Constitution, does 
not bar either the Legislature or this court from mak- 
ing reasonable rules and regulations governing review 
on appeal. Nebraska State Bank v. Dudley ........... 
Acquiring or permitting a single attorney to represent 
codefendants, often referred to as joint representation, 
is not per se violative of the constitutional guarantees 
of effective assistance of counsel. State v. Kerns ..... 
A preliminary investigation conducted by the prosecut- 
ing attorney and upon which he files a sworn complaint 
or information against the party accused, is a sufficient 
compliance with the requirement of the Fourth Amend- 
ment of the United States Constitution that no warrant 
shall issue but upon probable cause, supported by oath 
or affirmation. State v. Lehman ...................... 
The provision of the Constitution of the State of Ne- 
braska permitting prosecutions for felonies by informa- 
tion, rather than by grand jury indictment, does not 
conflict with the Fifth and Fourteenth Amendments of 
the United States Constitution. State v. Lehman ...... 
For a question of constitutionality of a statute to be con- 
sidered in this court, it must be properly raised in the 
trial court or it will be deemed waived. State Fire 
Marshal v. Schaneman ........... 2.0... c cece ees 
When the defendant is not in custody and the State at- 
tempts to justify a search on the basis of defendant’s 
consent, the Fourth and Fourteenth Amendments to the 
Constitution of the United States require that the State 
demonstrate that the consent was in fact voluntarily 
given and not the result of duress or coercion, express 
or implied. State v. French ................. 00.0 ee eae 
There is no constitutional requirement that property 
owners be given notice of the creation of an improve- 
ment district although creation of the district may fore- 
close any opportunity of the property owners to protest 
the making of the improvement. First Assembly of 
God Church v. City of Scottsbluff ...................... 
The constitutional requirement is that there be notice 
to the property owners of a special assessment and an 
opportunity to contest its validity and amount before 
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the assessment becomes a charge on the property. 
First Assembly of God Church v. City of Scottsbluff ... 
Sections 43-202 and 43-209, R. S. Supp., 1978, which, re- 
spectively, define parental responsibilities and pre- 
scribe the conditions under which parental rights may 
be terminated, are sufficiently definite and are not void 
for vagueness. The constitutional requirement that 
statutory language must be reasonably certain or be 
held void for vagueness is satisfied by the use of or- 
dinary terms which find adequate interpretation in 
common usage and understanding; the due process 
clause requires that the law give sufficient warning of 
conduct which is forbidden but it does not require a pre- 
cise checklist of parental responsibilities and pro- 
hibited behavior. State v. Metteer .................... 
Except where there is at least articulable and reason- 
able suspicion that a motorist is unlicensed or that an 
automobile is not registered, or that either the vehicle 
or an occupant is otherwise subject to seizure for a 
violation of law, stopping an automobile and detaining 
the driver in order to check his driver’s license and the 
registration of the automobile are unreasonable under 
the Fourth Amendment to the Constitution of the Unit- 
ed States. State v. Kretchmar ...................0000. 
It is constitutionally required that there be notice to the 
property owners of a special assessment and an oppor- 
tunity to contest the amount and validity of the assess- 
ment before it becomes a charge on the property. 
Turner v. City of North Platte ................ 0.0.00 eee 
If a statutory classification has some reasonable basis 
it does not offend the Constitution simply because the 
classification is not made with mathematical nicety or 
because in practice it results in some inequality. A 
statutory discrimination will not be set aside if any set 
of facts reasonable may be conceived to justify it. El- 
liott:v.. Bhritch: (ccc ein tne Aetnia ae ene e 
A state eligibility standard that excludes persons 
eligible for assistance under federal AFDC standards 
violates the Social Security Act and is therefore invalid 
under the Supremacy Clause. Elliott v. Ehrlich ....... 
To the extent that regulation IX-4731 of the Nebraska 
State Department of Welfare creates an irrebuttable 
presumption that the income of maternal grandparents 
is contributed to the needs of an unborn grandchild, it 
denies equa] protection and due process of law and is 
unconstitutional under the United States and Nebraska 
Constitutions. Elliott v. Ehrlich ...................... 
The right of a witness to compensation is purely statu- 
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tory since at common law no witness fees were paid. A 
statute not providing for payment of fees to witnesses 
in criminal and other cases does not on that account in- 
fringe the constitutional provision against taking prop- 
erty for public use, against taking property without due 
process of law, or against demanding a man’s particu- 
lar services without just compensation. Cochran v. 
County of Lincoln ........... 0. cece cee eee eee 


Contempt. 


It may be the duty of the personal representative to pros- 
ecute a suit for the collection of assets. In a proper 
case the court may punish an administrator for con- 
tempt on his refusal to sue, or it may revoke his letters 
and appoint an administrator who will prosecute the 
action. The duty of an executor or administrator to 
bring an action on a debt due the estate may depend on 
whether the claim is reasonably good or one of doubtful 
character. He may decline to sue on a doubtful or con- 
troverted claim notwithstanding the fact that the heirs 
think it is well-founded, unless they are willing to give 
him indemnity for costs. Brown v. Sherwood ......... 


Contracts. 


1. 


The standard of review in an error proceeding from an 
order terminating the contract of a tenured teacher is 
whether there has been sufficient evidence adduced at 
the proceeding before the inferior tribunal, as a matter 
of law, to support the determination reached. Davis v. 
Board of Education ......... 0... 0... ccc eee cence tenes 
Where a trespass is committed by an independent con- 
tractor, the other party to the contract is not liable for 
the trespass unless such other party controls the work 
or authorizes the specific act. Crnkovich v. Scaletta 
Under the provisions of the Uniform Commercial Code, 
a “‘sale’’ consists of the passing of title from the seller 
to the buyer for a price. Unless otherwise explicitly 
agreed, where delivery is to be made without moving 
the goods, if the goods at the time of contracting are 
already identified and no documents are to be deliv- 
ered, the title passes at the time and place of contract- 
ing. Southwest Bank of Omaha v. Moritz ............. 
Unless the lease stipulates that a lessor shall inspect 
the premises to ascertain the need of repair, a contract 
to keep the interior in safe condition subjects the lessor 
to Hability if, but only if, reasonable care is not exer- 
cised after the lessee has given notice of the need for 
repair. Reicheneker v. Seward ....................05. 
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An insurance policy is a contract, and where there is no 
uncertainty as to its meaning and the same is legal and 
not opposed to public policy, it will be enforced as it is 
made. Stark v. Grange Mut. Ins. Co. ...............5. 
A provision in an insurance policy reciting that failure 
to pay the premium due on a specified date will 
suspend the policy and relieve the company of liability 
for losses occurring during the period of suspension is a 
valid and enforceable provision. Stark v. Grange Mut. 
INnSi. COs! Mais iis ee eae ied eines Bee fee. eA sha 
Where one intentionally does damage to the property of 
another in the mistaken belief that the property belongs 
to him, the property damage is not, within the meaning 
of an insurance policy, an ‘‘accident’’ neither expected 
nor intended from the standpoint of the insured. Fox- 
ley & Co. v. United States Fidelity & Guaranty Co. ..... 
A policy of insurance undertaking to pay damages be- 
cause of injury to or destruction of property caused by 
accident does not cover damages caused by the tres- 
pass of the policyholder upon the land of another when 
the damage is the natural result of the intentional act of 
the policyholder. Foxley & Co. v. United States 
Fidelity & Guaranty Co. 2.0.0.0... ccc cee cece eee ees 
Where contractual promises are mutual and dependent, 
the failure of one party to perform authorizes the other 
to rescind the contract. Gallner v. Sweep Left, Inc. ... 
The failure to perform a promise, the performance of 
which is a condition, entitles the other party to the con- 
tract to a rescission thereof. Gallner v. Sweep Left, 


Where a contract for the sale of real estate includes 
both homestead and nonhomestead property, but is not 
duly executed and acknowledged, specific performance 
may be obtained of the nonhomestead land only if the 
contract is clearly severable as to the homestead and 
nonhomestead property. Struempler v. Peterson ..... 
The terms reservation and exception may be used as 
synonyms in conveyances and contracts, the descrip- 
tion of what is being excepted or reserved normally 
making clear what is being accomplished and thus no 
ambiguity results. Schaffert v. Hartman ............. 
The term ‘‘bailment’’ is comprehensively defined as a 
delivery of personalty for some particular purpose, or 
on mere deposit, upon a contract, express or implied, 
that after the purpose has been fulfilled it shall be rede- 
livered to the person who delivered it or otherwise dealt 
with according to his directions, or kept until he re- 
claims it, as the case may be. Peck v. Masonic Manor 


154 


154 


165 


165 


169 


169 


173 


271 


VOL. 203] INDEX 


14. 


15. 


16. 


17. 


18. 


19. 


20. 


21. 


22. 


Apartment Hotel ......... 2.0... cece eee 
It is of the very essence of a contract of bailment that it 
shall contemplate the return of the property bailed. 
Peck v. Masonic Manor Apartment Hotel .............. 
The statute of limitations begins to run against a cause 
of action to recover the purchase price or value of 
goods sold and delivered at the time of their delivery 
unless there is some agreement as to the time and man- 
ner of payment different from that which the law im- 
plies, which is, payment shall be made in cash on de- 
livery. If a term of credit is given to the buyer, the 
statute begins to run when, and only when, the period of 
credit has expired. T. S. McShane Co., Inc. v. Do- 
minion Constrs'Coi. o esc kacieseeaek ca ba ee dle chad ete 
The latest item of a continuous account removes prior 
items from the operation of the statute of limitations. 
Transactions may be independent because of special 
contracts, long intervals, or other circumstances. T.S. 
McShane Co., Inc. v. Dominion Constr. Co. ............ 
An action based on breach of an implied contract must 
be commenced within 4 years of accrual of the cause of 
action. § 25-206, R. R. S. 1943. Grand Island School 
Dist. #2 v. Celotex Corp. ...... 0... cece eee 
An action based on breach of a written contract must 
be commenced within 5 years of accrual of the cause of 
action. § 25-205, R. R. S. 1948. Grand Island School 
Dist. #2 v. Celotex Corp. ....... 00. c cece eee n eens 
An option to purchase real estate is a unilateral con- 
tract by which the optionor agrees with the optionee 
that the optionee has the right to buy certain property, 
according to the terms and conditions of the option. 
Commuter Developments and Investments, Inc. v. 
GramUeh i363. ees hee he earth a Ai ae Vee Seni 
An option does not constitute an estate or interest in 
land but it is a mere right of election to accept or reject 
a present offer within the time and upon the terms 
designated. Commuter Developments and Invest- 
ments, Inc. v. Gramlich ......... 0... 0.0 e cece cece 
A consideration for an agreement requires that there 
be a benefit on one side or a detriment suffered or a 
service done on the other. Commuter Developments 
and Investments, Inc. v. Gramlich .................... 
An agreement to devise and bequeath property is, 
where supported by consideration, valid and enforce- 
able. In such a case, equity will impress a trust upon 
the property, which trust will follow it into the hands of 
the personal representatives of the promisor or into the 
hands of a grantee who has not given consideration for 
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the conveyance. Allenv. Mayo ....................05. 
A promise to convey or devise property made in con- 
sideration of marriage is valid and enforceable. Allen 
Vis MAYO® oid 005 Fcc tad Seals Pies aba HERRERA ae meas 
Generally in the absence of fraud, one who does not 
choose to read a contract before signing it cannot later 
relieve himself of its burdens. Commodity Traders, 
Ine: Ve Palmer 52% witness othdn eras Sebo ead 
A cause of action in contract accrues at the time of the 
breach or failure to do the thing agreed to, irrespective 
of any knowledge on the part of the plaintiff or of any 
actual injury occasioned him, but not until then. 
Hooker and Heft v. Estate of Weinberger .............. 
A cause of action on a covenant of warranty or for quiet 
enjoyment does not accrue in favor of the covenantee 
until eviction or surrender by reason of a paramount 
title. Hooker and Heft v. Estate of Weinberger ....... 
An anticipatory breach of contract is one committed 
before the time has come when there is a present duty 
of performance and is the outcome of words or actions 
evincing an intention to refuse performance in the fu- 
ture. Hooker and Heft v. Estate of Weinberger ....... 
Where a party bound by an executory contract repudi- 
ates his obligation before the time for performance, the 
promisee has an option to treat the contract as ended so 
far as further performance is concerned and to main- 
tain an action at once for damages occasioned by such 
anticipatory breach. Hooker and Heft v. Estate of 
Weinberger «63 den seed ore aeecuth cite teesd otra es 
Ambiguities in an insurance policy should be construed 
against the insurer and if a policy is fairly susceptible 
of two constructions and one affords coverage and the 
other does not, then the construction which affords cov- 
erage should be adopted. Complexity is not the same 
as ambiguity. Great Plains Ins. Co., Inc. v. Kalhorn .. 
An insurance policy is a contract between the insur- 
ance company and the insured. As such, the insurance 
company has the right to limit its liability by including 
those limitations in the policy definitions. If those defi- 
nitions are clearly stated and unambiguous, the insur- 
ance company is entitled to have those terms enforced. 
Great Plains Ins. Co., Inc. v. Kalhorn ................. 


Conveyances. 


1. 


As used in the law of conveyancing, an exception is a 
withdrawal from the operation of the grant of some 
part of the thing granted; thus, where real estate is 
granted, a portion thereof may be excepted from the 
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terms of the conveyance and the thing excepted re- 
mains in the grantor the same as if no grant had been 
made. An exception in a deed is nothing more than a 
qualification by which some part of the estate is not 
conveyed, but which would have passed to the grantee 
but for the exception. Schaffert v. Hartman .......... 
As used in the law of conveyancing, a reservation gives 
rise to some new thing issuing out of that which is 
granted. A reservation, while not affecting the title to 
the thing granted, may reserve to the grantor a right to 
the use or enjoyment of a portion thereof, as, for ex- 
ample, an easement. Schaffert v. Hartman ........... 
The terms reservation and exception may be used as 
synonyms in conveyances and contracts, the descrip- 
tion of what is being excepted or reserved normally 
making clear what is being accomplished and thus no 
ambiguity results. Schaffert v. Hartman ............. 
Where a deed is plain and unambiguous, its meaning is 
to be determined without reference to extrinsic facts. 
Schaffert v. Hartman ............ 0... c cece cece 
In determining the intent of the parties to a deed, the 
language of the instrument, together with the surround- 
ing circumstances, are to be considered. Schaffert v. 
Fartman iio rancs ites ee Shae oe da ota aeea el ea ae 
The intention of the assignor must be to transfer a pres- 
ent interest in the debt or fund or subject matter; if this 
is clearly expressed, the transaction is an assignment; 
otherwise not. Tilden v. Beckmann ................... 
An agreement to devise and bequeath property is, 
where supported by consideration, valid and enforce- 
able. In such a case, equity will impress a trust upon 
the property, which trust will follow it into the hands of 
the personal representatives of the promisor or into the 
hands of a grantee who has not given consideration for 
the conveyance. Allenv. Mayo ...................000. 


Corporations. 


1. 


The equitable principle that the corporate entity may 
be disregarded to prevent fraud and injustice is in- 
tended to prevent corporate owners from using the cor- 
porate entity to cloak fraud or justify wrongdoing, and 
it may not be applied to prefer a creditor of the cor- 
porate owner who fails to perfect a security interest to 
the other creditors of the corporation of whom a trustee 
in bankruptcy is the representative. Southwest Bank 
of Omaha Vv. Moritz ......... 0.0. cece eee eee 
The general rule is that a corporation will be looked on 
as a legal entity until sufficient reason to the contrary 
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appears; that is, when the notion of legal entity is used 
to justify wrong and protect fraud. Branham v. Mc- 
Gnd S) is eee eka ea al need ids wh a Eee hwy 
Where various corporations, substantially owned by 
one individual, are but instrumentalities through which 
such individual transacts his business, and, where such 
corporations are used as a cloak or shield to perpetrate 
a fraud, a court of law will examine the whole trans- 
action, looking through corporate forms to the sub- 
stance of things to protect the rights of innocent parties 
and to circumvent fraud. Branham v. McGinnis ...... 


The county board is vested with general supervision 
and control of the public roads located in its county as 
provided in section 39-1402, R. R. S. 1943. Art-Kraft 
Signs, Inc. v. County of Hall ............. cece eee eee ee 
The statutory definition of public roads makes no dis- 
tinction between county roads and township roads for 
the general purposes prescribed in section 39-1402, R. 
R.S. 1943. Art-Kraft Signs, Inc. v. County of Hall ..... 
In counties operating under the township organization, 
the township board possesses the limited power of gen- 
eral supervision of road and culvert work. Art-Kraft 
Signs, Inc. v. County of Hall ............ 0.0 c cece eee eee 
The granting of any type of interest in a county road or 
a township road is vested in the county board in which 
such public road is situated. Art-Kraft Signs, Inc. v. 
County of Halli. css iciiages torte eae ahaie nae ois 


Court of Industrial Relations. 


1. 


The Board of Regents of the University of Nebraska 
has primary authority for establishing its own sched- 
ules of wages, terms and conditions of employment, 
and hours of labor, but when an industrial dispute, as 
defined by section 48-801 (7), R. R. S. 1943, arises, the 
Court of Industrial Relations may acquire jurisdiction 
for the limited purpose of resolving such dispute. Like- 
wise, the Court of Industrial Relations may acquire ju- 
risdiction for resolving an industrial dispute concerning 
the association or representation of persons in ne- 
gotiating, fixing, maintaining, changing, or seeking to 
arrange terms or conditions of employment or refusal 
to discuss terms or conditions of employment. Uni- 
versity Police Officers Union v. University of Nebraska 
Decisions under the National Labor Relations Act are 
helpful but not controlling upon either the Court of In- 
dustrial Relations or the Supreme Court. Likewise, de- 
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cisions under the National Labor Relations Act are of 

no help or benefit in attempting to determine actions 

absent similar provisions under the Nebraska statutes, 

nor can common practices under other statutes in other 

jurisdictions enlarge the statutory power granted the 

Court of Industrial Relations by the Nebraska Legis- 

lature. University Police Officers Union v. University 

of Nebraska 2.0025 5c a teae ans stvandee nas Ua een detest "4 
3. In the grant of power to an administrative agency to 

legislate such power must be limited to the express 

purpose and administered in accordance with stand- 

ards prescribed in the legislative act. An administra- 

tive board has no power or authority other than that 

specifically conferred upon it by statute or by a con- 

struction necessary to accomplish the purpose of the 

act. That authority which is necessary to accomplish 

the purpose of the act must be narrowly construed. It 

is fundamental that in the legislative grant of power to 

an administrative agency, such power must be limited 

to the express legislative purpose and administered in 

accordance with standards described in the legislative 

act. The limitations of the power granted and the 

standards by which the granted powers are to be ad- 

ministered must be clearly and definitely stated. They 

may not rest upon indefinite, obscure, or vague gener- 

alities or upon extrinsic evidence not readily available. 

University Police Officers Union v. University of Ne- 

braska. oes. ote sts Oyo ettd s G Oing adeaa ahacncans 4 
4. In the absence of specific statutory authority the Court 

of Industrial Relations is without jurisdiction to gen- 

erally find and declare unfair labor practices. Uni- 

versity Police Officers Union v. University of Nebraska 4 
5. The adoption of sections 48-801 to 48-838, R. R. S. 1943, 

was not intended to in any way remove the lawful re- 

sponsibility nor the proper prerogative of public em- 

ployers in the exercise of their recognized management 

rights or in the exercise of their lawful duties, except as 

may otherwise have been specifically entrusted to the 

Court of Industrial Relations in resolving industrial dis- 

putes as prescribed by the statutes. University Police 

Officers Union v. University of Nebraska .............. 4 
6. The authority of the Court of Industrial Relations is 

carefully circumscribed. Its procedures are pre- 

scribed by statute. Its jurisdiction is clearly defined 

and is limited to what are clearly legislative concerns. 

University Police Officers Union v. University of Ne- 

braska fo sceiev edna Tat ees hed Weekend ee GR eS 4 
7. The Court of Industrial Relations has power and au- 
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thority upon its own initiative to make temporary find- 
ings and orders as may be necessary to preserve and 
protect the status of the parties’ property and public 
interest involved pending final determination. That 
authority does not authorize the Court of Industrial Re- 
lations to make findings with regard to unfair labor 
practices or direct a public employer to take any more 
action than is necessary to preserve and protect the 
status of the parties’ property and public interest in- 
volved pending final determination of the issues. Uni- 
versity Police Officers Union v. University of Nebraska 
The Court of Industrial Relations may acquire jurisdic- 
tion of an industrial dispute between the Board of 
Regents of the University of Nebraska and its employ- 
ees for the purpose of resolving the dispute. American 
Assn. of University Professors v. Board of Regents .... 
Under the facts in this case a bargaining unit consisting 
of employees holding academic rank and administra- 
tively assigned to the University of Nebraska-Omaha 
was appropriate. American Assn. of University Pro- 
fessors v. Board of Regents ........... 5. cece cena 
Department chairmen are properly included in bar- 
gaining units of faculty employees where their powers 
are effectively diffused among the department faculty 
pursuant to the principle of collegiality. American 
Assn. of University Professors v. Board of Regents .... 
An order of the Court of Industrial Relations that is 
supported by substantial evidence and is not arbitrary 
or capricious will not be disturbed on appeal. Ameri- 
can Assn. of University Professors v. Board of Regents 
An intervenor in a proceeding before the Court of In- 
dustrial Relations may be required to make a reason- 
able showing of interest in support of the intervention. 
American Assn. of University Professors v. Board of 
Regents: wins ie cece ele ee anged wale wt eretie wi SO aed a 
In our review of orders and decisions of the Court of 
Industrial Relations, we are restricted to considering 
whether the order of that court is supported by substan- 
tial evidence justifying the order made, whether it 
acted within the scope of its statutory authority, and 
whether its action was arbitrary, capricious, or unrea- 
sonable. Metro. Tech. Com. Col. Ed. Assn. v. Metro. 
Tech. Com. Col. Area ......... 0. ccc cee eee 


In post conviction proceedings under section 29-3001 et 
seq., R. R. S. 1943, the District Court is the trier of dis- 
puted questions of fact and it is not ordinarily for the 
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Supreme Court to determine questions of credibility. 

State:v.. Daviss a sisstissecisgui ti ssecuelegeserdase hae a ale hese taco 284 
2. Once the state court is notified of an order of remand 

by the federal court, it resumes jurisdiction and may 

proceed even in the face of an appeal of the remand or- 

der, unless the defendant obtains a stay of proceedings. 

State'v. . LENMAN® jis ince ieee sg aa TR wee ee ae 341 
3. A trial court has always had inherent power over its 

judgments to correct errors and mistakes therein, even 

to the extent of granting a new trial whether requested 

or not, as long as such action is taken within the same 

term of court at which the judgment was entered. De- 

N TAOS Ve RAK ais esi i eects Pe vies itn, Dae eae weeks 392 
4. It is the policy of the law to give a litigant full oppor- 

tunity to present his contention in court and for this 

purpose to give full relief against slight and technical 

omissions. On the other hand, it is the duty of the 

courts to prevent an abuse of process, unnecessary de- 

lays, and dilatory and frivolous proceedings in the ad- 

ministration of justice. DeVries v. Rix ............... 392 
5. In a trial de novo on the record, it is the obligation of 

the District Court to reach an independent conclusion 

without reference to the decision of the county court, 

with the caveat that where the evidence is in irreconcil- 

able conflict, the District Court should consider the 

lower court's opportunity to observe the witnesses and 

their manner of testifying. Hyde v. Cleveland ........ 420 
6. It is not the province of this court to weigh or resolve 

conflicts in the evidence, the credibility of witnesses, or 

the weight to be given their testimony. Commodity 

Traders, Inc. v. Palmer .......... 0... cece cee ee neenes 667 
7. A suit brought in small claims court and transferred to 

the regular docket of the municipal court prior to the 

time set for hearing in the small claims court shall be 

subject to all of the provisions of law and rules of court 

applicable to proceedings in municipal court. State ex 

rel. Simpson v. Vondrasek ............... cece eee euee 693 
8. A municipal court rule which provides that a party de- 

siring a jury trial in a civil case must demand the same 

in writing on or before the answer day refers to the an- 

swer date as established in the municipal court after 

the transfer of the case from the small claims court 

and not to the ‘‘appearance’’ date specified in the no- 

tice to the defendant in the small claims court. State 

ex rel. Simpson v. Vondrasek ...............000cess eee 693 
8. Mandamus will lie to compel an inferior court to hear 

and determine a cause, if within its jurisdiction and 

when properly brought into the court. Mandamus will 
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not lie to coerce judicial discretion of an inferior court, 
nor to predetermine the character of the judgment that 
the court shall enter. State ex rel. Simpson v. Vondra- 
SOK. aye iler Sets a ha es amas Mien oe A Ae regen ealae ete 
If a demand for a jury trial in municipal court is timely 
filed, a jury trial is mandated and no discretion upon 
the part of the court is involved. State ex rel. Simpson 
V. VONOGrasek: sida eels asta cinsnkare th Pernd ae ene’ 
The District Court has the power to enter judgment of 
dismissal for lack of prosecution. Such action rests in 
the sound discretion of the court and in the absence of 
an abuse of discretion will not be interfered with. State 
ex rel. Johnson v. Board of Supervisors of Gage County 
During the same term of court a trial court has in- 
herent power, over its judgments and orders, to correct 
errors and mistakes appearing of record, even to the 
extent of granting a new trial. Quinlan v. City of 
Omaha? j.:2.2.05% Soe oad Oe Ses bs a eee ts 
A confusing situation prejudicial to a party’s rights 
which has been created by the trial court is sufficient 
ground to support its granting of a new trial. Quinlan 
Vi City Of Omanaiy ie o.d carne ok Bie eae cen ene HE Oe TE 


Criminal Law. 


1, 


To be admissible, a statement or confession must be 
free and voluntary. It must not be extracted by any 
sort of threats or violence, nor obtained by any direct 
or implied promises, however slight, nor by the exer- 
tion of any improper influence. State v. Smith ........ 
An accused person is entitled to counsel at every 
critical stage of a criminal proceeding. State v. Moore 
If an indigent defendant was deprived of his constitu- 
tional right to counsel by not being furnished an attor- 
ney to present his appeal to the appellate court, he was 
not afforded an effective appeal and the decision 
thereon must be deemed a nullity. State v. Moore 

Absent a knowing and intelligent waiver, no person 
may be imprisoned for any offense, whether classified 
as petty, misdemeanor, or felony, unless he was repre- 
sented by counsel at his trial. State v. Moore ......... 
The due process clause of the Fourteenth Amendment 
to the Constitution of the United States guarantees the 
assistance of counsel unless that right is intelligently 
and understandingly waived: by the accused. Courts 
must indulge every reasonable presumption against a 
waiver of fundamental! constitutional rights, and do not 
presume acquiescence in their loss. State v. Moore ... 
No defendant can be completely denied the assistance 
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10. 


11. 


12. 


13. 


14. 


15. 


of counsel absent a determination of his ability to re- 
tain counsel or his desire to have counsel appointed. 
State V. MOOTE 2.0... ccc cect cette eee cesses nnees 
The genera] rule applicable to custodial interrogations 
by the police is that if the individual indicates in any 
manner, at any time prior to or during the questioning, 
that he wishes to remain silent, the interrogation must 
cease. If the individual states that he wants an attor- 
ney, the interrogation must cease until an attorney is 
present. State v. Weinacht ........................00. 
‘Interrogation”’ occurs when the subject is placed un- 
der a compulsion to speak. State v. Weinacht ......... 
Where during a custodial interrogation the individual 
being questioned indicates he does not wish to talk 
without the presence of an attorney, and the officer, 
seeking only clarification of the individual’s intention 
not to talk, asks an additional question for that purpose, 
and the individual then answers the questioning officer 
by agreeing to talk, his answer constitutes an explicit, 
clear, and unequivocal waiver of his prior request for 
assistance of counsel. State v. Weinacht .............. 
It is the general rule that where a criminal statute is 
amended by mitigating the punishment after the com- 
mission of a prohibited act but before final judgment, 
the punishment is that provided by the amendatory act 
unless the Legislature has specifically provided other- 
wise. State v. Weinacht .............. 0. ccc eee eee 
Under the new Nebraska Criminal Code, sections 28-101 
to 28-1335, R. S. Supp., 1978, effective January 1, 1979, 
offenses committed before that date shall be construed 
and punished according to the provisions of law ex- 
isting at the time of the commission thereof, in the 
same manner as if the new criminal code had not been 
enacted. State v. Weinacht ........................005 
Whether successive presentence investigations are nec- 
essary before the revocation of an order of probation is 
entered rests in the sound discretion of the sentencing 
judge. State v. Herzog ........... 0... cece eee 
A person charged with a crime may be convicted on 
circumstantial evidence only. State v. Meadows ...... 
A court will not interfere on appeal with the conviction 
based upon evidence unless it is so lacking in probative 
force that the court can say as a matter of law that it is 
insufficient to support a verdict of guilt beyond a rea- 
sonable doubt. State v. Meadows ..................... 
The right to counsel attaches when the proceeding 
ceases to be investigatory and becomes accusatory. 
Statements obtained during the investigation of a crime 
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are not inadmissible because counsel was not present. 
State*ve Fuller> 2 st) 020 nash evened anced gakeees 
The criminal code which became effective January 1, 
1979, is not applicable to offenses committed prior to its 
effective date. State v. Fuller .....................05- 
State-v.. Munn: sosseiecis coe ses balan se bese oleate paeinn ess 
State v. Griggs 0.0.0... cece eee tenes 
The jury should only be instructed on those degrees of 
homicide that are supported by the evidence. State v. 
PUull@? vis eens osagaccni O62 as whee Dates al eee eG eed 
The test for determining whether or not counsel for a 
defendant in a criminal prosecution has provided ade- 
quate representation is that trial counsel perform at 
least as well as a lawyer with ordinary training and 
skill in the criminal law in his area, and that he con- 
scientiously protect the interests of his client. State v. 
Kern sien otitis or ine Fah Ga DAS asl ea elen wlege H Ba 
Where the likelihood of conviction was great, where a 
favorable plea bargain was arranged, and where the 
rights of the defendant were patiently explained prior 
to acceptance of a guilty plea, defendant’s request for 
post conviction relief due to alleged ineffectiveness 
of counsel was properly denied. State v. Kerns ....... 
An order to the prosecuting attorney under the provi- 
sions of section 29-1912, R. R. S. 1943, is not an appro- 
priate way for a defendant in a criminal case to pro- 
cure handwriting exemplars of third parties unless it 
be alleged that such exemplars are in the possession of 
the prosecutor and are relevant evidence in the 
prosecution. State v. Davis .................. 0. cece 
A preliminary investigation conducted by the prosecut- 
ing attorney and upon which he files a sworn complaint 
or information against the party accused, is a sufficient 
compliance with the requirement of the Fourth Amend- 
ment of the United States Constitution that no warrant 
shall issue but upon probable cause, supported by oath 
or affirmation. State v.Lehman...................... 
The sufficiency of the evidence at a preliminary hear- 
ing may be raised only by a plea in abatement filed in 
the criminal proceedings in the District Court, and 
after trial and conviction any error in the ruling of the 
District Court on the plea in abatement is cured if the 
evidence at trial is sufficient to permit the jury to find 
guilt beyond a reasonable doubt. State v. Lehman .... 
The provision of the Constitution of the State of Ne- 
braska permitting prosecutions for felonies by informa- 
tion, rather than by grand jury indictment, does not 
conflict with the Fifth and Fourteenth Amendments of 
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24, 


25. 


26. 


27. 


28. 


29. 


30. 


31. 


the United States Constitution. State v. Lehman ...... 
In order to suspend jurisdiction of a state court in a 
criminal proceeding it is necessary to file a petition for 
removal in the appropriate United States District 
Court, to give notice to the adverse parties, and to file a 
copy of such petition with the clerk of the state court, 
all as provided by 28 U.S.C. A., § 1446. Once this is ac- 
complished the state court shall proceed no further un- 
less and until the case is remanded. State v. Lehman 
A claim that a defendant was not accorded a prelimi- 
nary hearing, nor waived it, is determinable by a plea 
in abatement. State v. Forbes .....................005 
District Courts are without jurisdiction to try on infor- 
mation one accused of committing a felony within the 
state unless the defendant is first accorded the privi- 
lege of a preliminary examination or waives the same. 
State-v: Forbes. ii0c246500 5. es pay edie apleiaswlbblaye, oteclay’ 
If a defendant is accorded a preliminary hearing and 
thereafter an amended information is filed charging a 
crime that includes some of the elements of the original 
crime charged without the addition of any element ir- 
relevant to that original charge, no new preliminary 
hearing is required. State v. Forbes .................. 
A complaint that accused willfully attempted to evade 
an income tax or the payment thereof without specify- 
ing the means employed to attempt such evasion, does 
not include on its face the crime of filing a false return. 
State v. Forbes oc cccccis ccc at cece ee eee eee ne owen eennes 
Without a certified copy of the transcript of the evi- 
dence introduced at the preliminary hearing, and in the 
absence of a stipulation, no determination can be made 
in District Court that probable cause is established by 
an amended information, which on its face does not ap- 
pear to be a lesser-included offense. State v. Forbes .. 
It is the responsibility of the prosecutor to examine the 
evidence, the statutes, and the cases to make a proper 
determination of what charge to file. It is not always 
desirable that a prosecutor prosecute all crimes at the 
highest degree available; and in exercising his discre- 
tion in this regard, he does not neglect his public duty 
nor discriminate among offenders. State v. Belitz 

When the defendant is not in custody and the State at- 
tempts to justify a search on the basis of defendant’s 
consent, the Fourth and Fourteenth Amendments to the 
Constitution of the United States require that the State 
demonstrate that the consent was in fact voluntarily 
given and not the result of duress or coercion, express 
or implied. State v. French ........................05, 
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Whether or not consent to search was freely and intelli- 
gently given is a question of fact to be determined from 
the totality of all the circumstances surrounding it. 
State-v. French .2-.2ccc hide deh eile het etree bee he 
The State has the burden of establishing the legal suffi- 
ciency of a consent to a search and seizure. State v. 
Pren¢h co 208 6c 5 fag tes tad a eodiah obra hin wae 
Whether a person whose consent is sought was in the 
custody of the police at the time the consent was given 
is an important consideration in determining voluntari- 
ness, duress, or coercion, and custody makes the prose- 
cution’s burden heavier. State v. French ............. 
While a consent to search is not terminated merely by a 
worsening of the consenting party’s position, a consent 
may be withdrawn or limited at any time prior to the 
completion of the search. State v. French ............ 
In an extradition proceeding where the Governor of the 
asylum state has granted extradition, a court of the 
asylum state can do no more than decide (a) whether 
the extradition documents on their face are in order; 
(b) whether the petitioner has been charged with a 
crime in the demanding state; (c) whether the peti- 
tioner is the person named in the request for extradi- 
tion; and (d) whether the petitioner is a fugitive. State 
ex rel. Partinv. Jensen ............ 00. c cece eee eee 
Courts have the inherent power to consider the pro- 
priety of bail under special circumstances in the light 
of modern concepts of fundamental fairness, even 
though there is no statute specifically authorizing bail. 
State ex rel. Partin v. Jensen ......... 0... eee ee eee ees 
In a habeas corpus proceeding challenging extradition, 
in the absence of specific statutory authorization, the 
trial court of the District Court has power, in its discre- 
tion, to grant bail during the pendency of the proceed- 
ings, including an appeal to this court, in the same 
cases and under the same terms and conditions author- 
ized by statute in preliminary extradition proceedings, 
or in other habeas corpus proceedings. State ex rel. 
Partin: Vv. Jensen 4 s.iiisecges eee CoG a ole Bald sng cuba eate 
No information shall be deemed invalid for any defect 
or imperfection which does not prejudice the substan- 
tial rights of the defendant upon the merits. State v. 
MB Y 8 2rece diigo vga tardies teense Wight Wea MEG aie adam ead 
An information which charges theft from the person in 
the actual possession of personz.] property, as bailee, is 
sufficient. State v. Mays ........... 0c cee eee eee 
For purposes of determining the value of the property 
alleged to have been stolen, the value of money or prop- 
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erty stolen by a series of acts from the same person 
may be aggregated. § 28-506, R. R. S. 1943. State v. 
MAYS. tess ce 08 hee R A LE Res eo hg Ct Barring nea et cas Gets 
For purposes of determining the value of the property 
alleged to have been stolen, the State may aggregate 
the value of property entrusted to the victim, as bailee, 
by another person and of property in which the victim 
has complete ownership. State v. Mays ............... 
To meet the test of effectiveness, trial counsel should 
perform at least as well as a lawyer with ordinary 
training and skill in the criminal law in his area, and he 
should conscientiously protect the interests of his 
Client. State v. Mays .......... 2... ccc cece cee eee 
The right of counsel accorded defendants in criminal 
trials cannot be manipulated so as to obstruct the or- 
derly procedure in the courts or to interfere with the 
fair administration of justice. State v. Kincaid ....... 
An accused may voluntarily, knowingly, and under- 
standingly plead guilty to a crime even though his plea 
contains a protestation of innocence, when he intelli- 
gently concludes that his interests require a guilty plea 
and the record strongly evidences guilt. State v. Kin- 
COD cor hasi} ecg aii ce eh ere OS 8 te Sapte adie ged Seah og Sia a 
A sentence imposed within statutory limits will not be 
disturbed on appeal unless there is an abuse of discre- 
tion. State v. Kincaid ............ 00... eee eee 
In a criminal action, this court will not interfere with a 
verdict of guilty unless, as a matter of law, the evi- 
dence is so lacking in probative force that it is insuf- 
ficient to support a finding of guilt beyond a reasonable 
doubt. State v. Costanzo ............ 0. cc cece eee eee 
The test of the sufficiency of circumstantial evidence in 
a criminal prosecution is whether the facts and circum- 
stances tending to connect the accused with the crime 
charged are of such a conclusive nature as to exclude 
to a moral certainty every rational hypothesis except 
that of guilt. State v. Costanzo ....................000. 
A sentencing judge has broad discretion as to the 
source and type of evidence or information which may 
be used as assistance in determining the kind and ex- 
tent of the punishment to be imposed and the judge 
may consider probation reports, police reports, affi- 
davits, and other information, including his own per- 
sonal observations. State v. Kramer ................+. 
Disparity in sentences of codefendants does not of itself 
indicate denial of due process. State v. Kramer ....... 
Failure of the trial court to disclose prior to sentencing 
that it does not accept defendant’s statement that he 
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was not the mastermind of crime involving several de- 
fendants does not preclude the court from considering 
that fact insentencing. State v. Kramer .............. 
Since prisoners in Nebraska can only lose good-time 
credits if they are guilty of serious misconduct, the de- 
termination of whether such behavior has occurred be- 
comes critical, and the minimum requirements of 
procedural due process appropriate for the circum- 
stances must be observed. Riker v. Vitek ............. 
Before a parolee’s liberty can be taken and his parole 
revoked, certain minimal due process requirements 
need be met. They are: (1) A written notice of the 
claimed parole violation; (2) disclosure to the parolee 
of evidence against him; (3) an opportunity to be heard 
in person and to present witnesses and documentary 
evidence; (4) the right to confront and cross-examine 
adverse witnesses (unless the hearing officer spe- 
cifically finds good cause for not allowing confronta- 
tion); (5) a neutral and detached hearing body such as 
a traditional parole board, members of which need not 
be judicial officers or lawyers; and (6) a written state- 
ment by the fact finders as to the evidence relied on and 
the reasons for revoking the parole. Riker v. Vitek ... 
Once the seriousness of the misconduct of a parolee has 
been disposed of and the individual has been afforded 
his minimal due process with regard to that determina- 
tion, then the remaining statutory provisions may prop- 
erly be imposed. Rikerv. Vitek ...................4.. 
Because the intent with which an act is done exists only 
in the mind of the actor, its proof must be inferred from 
the act itself and from the facts surrounding the act. 
State v. Sampson .......... 0... ccc eee 
Criminal intent is to be determined from the evidence 
and surrounding circumstances, and is therefore for 
the jury. State v.Sampson ..................0...- 200 
The verdict of a jury must be sustained if, taking the 
view most favorable to the State, there is sufficient evi- 
dence to support it. State v. Sampson ................. 
A sentencing court in prescribing probation may im- 
pose any conditions of probation that are authorized by 
statute to be imposed. State v. Sampson .............. 
This court will disturb an order of probation only where 
it appears from the record that in executing such order 
the sentencing court imposed a condition or conditions 
of probation which it was not authorized by statute to 
impose. State v. Sampson ...............-. cece eee eee 
It is not error to refuse a jury instruction on a lesser- 
included offense unless, under a different but reason- 
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61. 
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Custody. 


able view, the evidence is sufficient to establish guilt of 
the lesser offense and also leave a reasonable doubt as 
to some particular element included in the greater of- 
fense but not the lesser. State v. Munn ............... 
A trial court may, in the exercise of its discretion, per- 
mit the names of witnesses to be endorsed upon an in- 
formation before or after the trial has begun where 
there is no showing of prejudice to the rights of the de- 
fendant. State v. Nielsen ................ cece eee eens 
The endorsement of additional names upon the infor- 
mation after trial has begun cannot be availed of as 
error where defendant makes no showing of prejudice 
or does not ask for postponement or continuance of the 
trial. State v. Nielsen ......... 0.0... cece eee eee eee 
Evidence of other crimes, wrongs, or acts is not admis- 
sible to prove the character of a person in order to 
show that he acted in conformity therewith. It may, 
however, be admissible for other purposes, such as 
proof of motive, opportunity, intent, preparation, plan, 
knowledge, identity, or absence of mistake or accident. 
State v. Nielsen ........... 0.0000 c cee e ees elev ak othe 
Evidence of other criminal acts which involve or ex- 
plain the circumstances of the crime charged, or are 
integral parts of an overall occurrence or transaction, 
may be admissible. State v. Nielsen .................. 
It is competent for the prosecution to put in evidence all 
relevant facts and circumstances which tend to estab- 
lish any of the constituent elements of the crime with 
which the accused is charged even though such facts 
and circumstances may prove or tend to prove that the 
defendant committed other crimes. State v. Nielsen 


Generally, visitation relates to continuing and fostering 
the normal parental relationship of the noncustodial 
parent with the minor child or children of the mar- 
riage. Heyne v. Kucirek .............. cc cece eee 
In determining reasonable visitation rights, the best in- 
terests and welfare of the child are the primary con- 
sideration, considering age, health, welfare, education- 
al and social needs, the need for a stable home environ- 
ment free of unsettling influences, the fitness of the non- 
custodial parent for such visitation, and the relation- 
ship of the child to that parent. Heyne v. Kucirek ..... 
The writ of habeas corpus is not a corrective remedy 
and is not a substitute for appeal of proceedings in 
error. Thus, where the question of a child’s custody 
has been determined by a court of competent jurisdic- 
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tion, that disposition will control and cannot be disre- 
garded in subsequent habeas corpus proceedings in- 
volving the same parties. Schleuter v. McCuiston ..... 
The writ of habeas corpus is a proper remedy where a 
person entitled to custody of a child has been deprived 
of that custody by reason of a void judgment. Schleut- 
OPV. MCCulstone i o)sc iss Screen Pee Ney Cae Grae ee ok 
Section 43-201, R. S. Supp., 1976, which states that noth- 
ing in the Juvenile Court Act shall operate to deprive the 
District Courts of their chancery jurisdiction, does not 
limit the county court’s jurisdiction to determine the 
custody of a minor child whose custody was subject toa 
preexisting District Court order where the county 
court's jurisdiction was invoked by the county attorney 
acting to protect the child pursuant to section 43-205, R. 
S. Supp., 1978. Schleuter v. McCuiston ................ 
Whether a person whose consent is sought was in the 
custody of the police at the time the consent was given 
is an important consideration in determining voluntari- 
ness, duress, or coercion, and custody makes the prose- 
cution’s burden heavier. Statev. French ............. 
An action seeking modification of custody or possession 
rights over minor children is a proceeding ancillary to 
the original divorce, and the District Court retains au- 
thority to exercise discretion in the granting of attor- 
ney’s fees. Nimmerv. Nimmer ....................5. 
A decree fixing custody of minor children will not be 
modified unless there has been a change of circum- 
stances, indicating that the person having custody is 
unfit for that purpose, or that the best interests of the 
children require such action. Duffv. Duff ............ 
In determining the question of who should have the 
care and custody of minor children upon the dissolution 
of a marriage, the paramount consideration is the best 
interests and welfare of the children. Duffv. Duff .... 
In any custody determination, the discretion of the trial 
court in such a situation is necessarily subjective and 
must be founded to a significant extent upon its obser- 
vation of the parties and the review of all the minute 
details that affect the general welfare and the best in- 
terests of the children. It also must necessarily be 
prospective innature. Duff v. Duff ................... 
A custody order of the trial court will not ordinarily be 
disturbed unless there is a clear abuse of discretion or 
it is clearly against the weight of the evidence. Duff v. 
Duff oe eaten nash ees a in anand eect eal daa ane 
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Damages. 
1. 


An excavating owner is liable, irrespective of negli- 
gence, for damages caused by depriving adjoining 
land, in its natural state, of lateral support even if an 
independent contractor performed the work, if the 
damage was a necessary consequence of the excava- 
tion. Crnkovich v. Scaletta .............. ccc eee eee 
Injunction is a proper form of remedy in which to pre- 
sent the question of unlawful or improper exercise of 
the power of eminent domain and proof of the attempt 
to so deprive a private citizen of an estate in his prop- 
erty makes the resulting damage irreparable and the 
legal remedy inadequate. Monarch Chemical Works, 
Inc. v. City of Omaha ........... cee eee eee 
Where one intentionally does damage to the property of 
another in the mistaken belief that the property belongs 
to him, the property damage 1s not, within the meaning 
of an insurance policy, an ‘‘accident’”’ neither expected 
nor intended from the standpoint of the insured. Fox- 
ley & Co. v. United States Fidelity & Guaranty Co. ..... 
A policy of insurance undertaking to pay damages be- 
cause of injury to or destruction of property caused by 
accident does not cover damages caused by the tres- 
pass of the policyholder upon the land of another when 
the damage is the natural result of the intentional act of 
the policyholder. Foxley & Co. v. United States Fi- 
delity & Guaranty Co. .............0 Dee eee eee 
A motorist who sees anything upon a highway at night 
which is abnormal and in itself a warning and takes no 
precaution by way of reducing speed, or otherwise, is 
guilty, as a matter of law, of more than slight negli- 
gence which will bar his recovery for damage con- 
tributed to by his lack of care. Hyde v. Cleveland ..... 
Where a general verdict is returned by a jury not 
delineating the type and amount of damages included 
within the verdict, the court has no means of ascertain- 
ing what elements were considered by the jury, nor the 
basis on which the jury determined the amount of dam- 
ages awarded. Where that information could have 
been obtained by requesting a special verdict, the infor- 
mation in question may not later be obtained by ex- 
tended or subsequent litigation. Herrera v. American 
Standard Ins: Co. eo hci a eh ewes Ce Re teas 
An injury is ‘‘expected or intended’’ from the stand- 
point of the insured if a reason for an insured’s act is to 
inflict bodily injury or if the character of the act is such 
that an intention to inflict an injury can be inferred as a 
matter of law. Jones v. Norval ...........-.....ee eee 
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A prayer for affirmative relief, such as damages, is a 
general appearance and waives any objection to juris- 
diction over the person. Peck v. Augustin Bros. Co. 
Where a party bound by an executory contract repudi- 
ates his obligation before the time for performance, the 
promisee has an option to treat the contract as ended so 
far as further performance is concerned and to main- 
tain an action at once for damages occasioned by such 
anticipatory breach. Hooker and Heft v. Estate of 
Weinberger sci ne teats ieee PO a eee hte ante a 
The measure of damages in the taking or injury of a 
leasehold is the difference between the rental value of 
the remainder of the term and the rent reserved in the 
lease. Foreman & Clark of Nebraska, Inc. v. City of 
Omaha: icon tase Ahad eee a ee ati ee Si eae ee 
A conspiracy between the parties having been once es- 
tablished, whatever was done in pursuance of it by one of 
the conspirators is to be considered as the act of all, 
and all are Hable irrespective of the fact that they did 
not actively participate in the particular act and irre- 
spective of the extent to which they benefited by it. 
Davidson v. Simmons ........0.. 66.0 c ccc e cece eens 


Declaratory Judgments. 


1. 


Decrees. 


1. 


Under the facts of this case the insurance company is- 
suing an automobile policy containing ‘‘uninsured 
motorist’’ coverage is held not entitled to relitigate, in 
a subsequent declaratory judgment action filed against it 
by its insured, whether the general verdict for damages 
returned by the jury, in a prior action brought by the 
insured against an uninsured motorist, contained any 
amounts for property damage, where counsel did not 
request a special verdict itemizing the type of damages 
included therein. Herrera v. American Standard Ins. 
COs ieee Bata g ee yk SAAN ok Oe Oe Ce saad, Kem anne oes 
The use of a declaratory judgment remedy is proper in 
this state to determine the rights and obligations of the 
insured and the insurance company under an uninsured 
motorist clause following the rendition of a final judg- 
ment against the uninsured motorist. Herrera v. 
American Standard Ins. Co. ........ 0... cece eee ee 


After the time for appeal has expired, the provisions of 
a decree are res judicata and binding upon all the par- 
ties to the action. Omaha Nat. Bank v. Continental 
Western: Corpe seccungideteed eel aia ea ne pumkelaliea dae 
In a contested proceeding for dissolution of marriage, 
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Deeds. 


Default. 


1. 


upon proper and timely request being made for deter- 
mination of value of property being awarded to the par- 
ties, the trial court shall state in writing the conclusions 
of fact found separately from the conclusions of law. 
Slama v. Slama ........... 0... ccc ce cece tenes 


As used in the law of conveyancing, an exception is a 
withdrawal from the operation of the grant of some 
part of the thing granted; thus, where real estate is 
granted, a portion thereof may be excepted from the 
terms of the conveyance and the thing excepted re- 
mains in the grantor the same as if no grant had been 
made. An exception in a deed is nothing more than a 
qualification by which some part of the estate is not 
conveyed, but which would have passed to the grantee 
but for the exception. Schaffert v. Hartman .......... 
As used in the law of conveyancing, a reservation gives 
rise to some new thing issuing out of that which is 
granted. A reservation, while not affecting the title to 
the thing granted, may reserve to the grantor a right to 
the use or enjoyment of a portion thereof, as, for ex- 
ample, aneasement. Schaffert v. Hartman ........... 
The terms reservation and exception may be used as 
synonyms in conveyances and contracts, the descrip- 
tion of what is being excepted or reserved normally 
making clear what is being accomplished and thus no 
ambiguity results. Schaffert v. Hartman ............. 
Where a deed is plain and unambiguous, its meaning is 
to be determined without reference to extrinsic facts. 
Schaffert v. Hartman .......... 0.0. b cece eee eee 
In determining the intent of the parties to a deed, the 
language of the instrument, together with the surround- 
ing circumstances, are to be considered. Schaffert v. 
Hartman: iid tiecrard ota cod wie ends aa Ae eee esa 


A court of equity has the power to relieve a mortgagor 
from the effect of an operative acceleration clause 
when the default of the mortgagor is the result of some 
unconscionable or inequitable conduct of the mortgagee. 
Redding v. Gibbs ........... 0.0... cece eee 
Equity will grant relief to prevent an acceleration of a 
mortgage debt predicated on an inadvertent default 
where there are indications that the morgagee had 
knowledge of the default and, subsequent to the expira- 
tion of the grace period, in personal dealings with the 
mortgagor failed to inquire about the delayed payment 
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but immediately thereafter brought an action to fore- 
close. Redding v. Gibbs .......... 0.0... e eee eee 
When an advantage is unconscionable depends on the 
circumstances. The gravity of the fault must be com- 
pared with the gravity of the hardship. ‘‘Unconscion- 
able’’ conduct means conduct that is monstrously 
harsh, that is shocking to the conscience. Redding v. 
GIDDS) 365.66 eo a ene hate ah eed at eed at hanes 


Disciplinary Proceedings. 


Discovery. 
The trial court is vested with broad discretion in consid- 


Divorce. 


In determining the sanction to be applied for violations of 


the Code of Professional Responsibility of the Nebraska 
State Bar Association, this court may properly consider 
the respondent’s history and record in this regard. 
State ex rel. Nebraska State Bar Assn. v. Dunker...... 


ering discovery requests of defense counsel and error 
can be predicated only upon an abuse of such discre- 
tion. Statev. Fuller ......... cece eee cee eee 


The rules for determining alimony or division of prop- 
erty in an action for dissolution of marriage provide no 
mathematical formula by which such awards can be 
precisely determined. They are to be determined by 
the facts in each case and the courts will consider all 
pertinent facts in reaching an award that is just and 
equitable. Pfeiffer v. Pfelffer .....................050. 
Slama v. SIAMAG 2... cee eee eee ee eens 
The fixing of alimony or distribution of property rests 
in the sound discretion of the District Court and in the 
absence of an abuse of discretion will not be disturbed 
onappeal. Pfeiffer v. Pfeiffer ........................ 
Mahan v. Mahan ........... cece ce cee teenies 
Alimony, support, and property settlement issues must 
be considered together to determine whether the trial 
court abused its discretion. Brusv. Brus ............. 
In an appeal from a decree of dissolution of marriage, 
this court, in reaching its own findings, will give weight 
to the fact that the trial court observed the witnesses 
and their manner of testifying and accepted one 
version of the facts rather than the opposite. Brus v. 
BBYUS 8s seas tage tee aeasicn oe teunal tan cude pest stan cts Mma sneer aCEaire 


The rules for determining a division of property in an 
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11. 


12. 


action for dissolution of marriage provide no mathe- 
matical formula by which such awards can be deter- 
mined. Brus v. BruS ................ cece cence eee ee 
Mueller v. Mueller ........... 00... cece eects 
This court is not inclined to disturb the division of prop- 
erty made by the trial court unless it is patently unfair 
onthe record. Brusv. Brus .................ccc eevee 
In determining the amount of child support to be 
awarded, the status, character, and situation of the 
parties and attendant circumstances must be consid- 
ered. The financial position of the husband as well as 
the estimated costs of support of the children must be 
taken into account, and a decision in this regard rests 
in the sound discretion of the trial court which will not 
be disturbed on appeal unless it appears that the court 
abused its discretion. Brusv. Brus .............5-.065 
Although alimony and allocation of property rights are 
distinguishable and have different purposes in mar- 
riage dissolution proceedings, they are still closely re- 
lated in the matter of determining the amount to be al- 
lowed, and circumstances may require that they be 
considered together to determine whether the court has 
abused its discretion. Mahanv. Mahan ............... 
An action seeking modification of custody or possession 
rights over minor children is a proceeding ancillary to 
the original divorce, and the District Court retains au- 
thority to exercise discretion in the granting of attor- 
ney’s fees. Nimmerv. Nimmer ...................00> 
An oral agreement to suspend a right to enforce a judg- 
ment for child support may constitute an accord and 
satisfaction entitling a party to a release and satisfac- 
tion of a judgment for child support. Weber v. Weber 
In an appeal of an action for dissolution of a marriage, 
the Supreme Court is required to try the case de novo 
and reach independent conclusions on the issues pre- 
sented by the appeal without referring to the conclu- 
sions or judgment reached in the District Court. While 
in a divorce action the case is to be tried de novo, this 
court will give weight to the fact that the trial court ob- 
served the witnesses and their manner of testifying and 
accepted one version of facts rather than the opposite. 
Patton v. Patton 2.0.0.0... 0... c cece eect n eee 
The rule for determination of alimony or division. of 
property in dissolution actions provides no mathemati- 
cal formula by which such an award can be determined 
and, generally speaking, awards vary from one-third to 
one-half the property involved depending on the facts 
and circumstances in each particular case. Patton v. 
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Patton. vii. 5 pine Sis des eaey coe taled Pilewha sesinesee ys 
A judgment of the trial court making a distribution of 
property and fixing the amount of alimony will not be 
disturbed on appeal unless it is patently unfair on the 
record. Patton v. Patton ............ cece cece eee 
In a contested proceeding for dissolution of marriage, 
upon proper and timely request being made for deter- 
mination of value of property being awarded to the par- 
ties, the trial court shall state in writing the conclusions 
of fact found separately from the conclusions of law. 
Slama Vs Slaim a: oeisccisilc ok be Pascoe Sa Bhs Se a ateca lees Bs Bia ase 
Where one of the parties to a marriage places property 
beyond the reach of the other party, and thus forestalls 
a division of the property, that action does not operate 
to deprive the District Court of jurisdiction to deter- 
mine an equitable division of those assets. Slama v. 
Slama. siete iis Leia tege ae caw bed re ee ene 
When a dissolution of a marriage is decreed, the court 
may order the payment of such alimony by one party to 
the other as may be reasonable, having regard for the 
circumstances of the parties, duration of the marriage, 
and the ability of the supported party to engage in gain- 
ful employment. The ultimate test of alimony provi- 
sions is one of reasonableness. Slama v. Slama ....... 
An award of alimony or distribution of property may be 
altered on appeal where the record reflects good cause. 
Slama. v:/Slama. ¢ 3.3.4 202s Ge ean bes bade Bete es 
It is only when there exists a reasonable possibility of 
reconciliation that the statutes require efforts to effect 
reconciliation to be made. Muellerv. Mueller ........ 
This court on appeal is not inclined to disturb the divi- 
sion of property made by the trial court unless it is 
patently unfair on the record. Mueller v. Mueller ..... 
The distribution of property rests in the sound discre- 
tion of the District Court and in the absence of an abuse 
of discretion will not be disturbed on appeal. Mueller 
Vi MUM: o:32 oad gk eae ets Bal aad sh as aga Sma 
A decree fixing custody of minor children will not be 
modified unless there has been a change of circum- 
stances, indicating that the person having custody is 
unfit for that purpose, or that the best interests of the 
children require such action. Duff v. Duff ............ 
In determining the question of who should have the care 
and custody of minor children upon the dissolution of a 
marriage, the paramount consideration is the best in- 
terests and welfare of the chiidren. Duffv. Duff ...... 
In any custody determination, the discretion of the trial 
court in such a situation is necessarily subjective and 
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must be founded to a significant extent upon its obser- 
vation of the parties and the review of all the minute 
details that affect the general welfare and the best in- 
terests of the chiidren. It also must necessarily be 
prospective innature. Duff v. Duff ..............--... 
A decree of dissolution of marriage settling and divid- 
ing the property of the parties is not subject to appel- 
late review respecting such division and assignment of 
property unless appeal is taken therefrom within the 
time provided by statute. When final it is res judicata 
as to the parties on the award and assignment of prop- 
erty therein provided. White v. White ................ 


Due Process. 


1. 


Since prisoners in Nebraska can only lose good-time 
credits if they are guilty of serious misconduct, the de- 
termination of whether such behavior has occurred be- 
comes critical, and the minimum requirements of pro- 
cedural due process appropriate for the circumstances 
must be observed. Riker v. Vitek ................---5. 
Before a parolee’s liberty can be taken and his parole 
revoked, certain minimal due process requirements 
need be met. They are: (1) A written notice of the 
claimed parole violation; (2) disclosure to the parolee 
of evidence against him; (3) an opportunity to be heard 
in person and to present witnesses and documentary 
evidence; (4) the right to confront and cross-examine 
adverse witnesses (unless the hearing officer specifi- 
cally finds good cause for not allowing confrontation); 
(5) a neutral and detached hearing body such as a tra- 
ditional parole board, members of which need not be 
judicial officers or lawyers; and (6) a written state- 
ment by the fact finders as to the evidence relied on and 
the reasons for revoking the parole. Rikerv. Vitek ... 
Once the seriousness of the misconduct of a parolee has 
been disposed of and the individual has been afforded 
his minimal due process with regard to that determina- 
tion, then the remaining statutory provisions may prop- 
erly be imposed. Rikerv. Vitek ...............-...05. 


Easements. 


As used in the law of conveyancing, a reservation gives 


rise to some new thing issuing out of that which is 
granted. A reservation, while not affecting the title to 
the thing granted, may reserve to the grantor a right to 
the use or enjoyment of a portion thereof, as, for ex- 
ample, an easement. Schaffert v. Hartman ........... 
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Eminent Domain. 


Equity. 


1. 


Injunction is a proper form of remedy in which to pre- 
sent the question of unlawful or improper exercise of 
the power of eminent domain and proof of the attempt 
to so deprive a private citizen of an estate in his prop- 
erty makes the resulting damage irreparable and the 
legal remedy inadequate. Monarch Chemical Works, 
Inc. v. City of Omaha .............. 0. cc cece ccc eee 
The sovereign nature of the power of eminent domain is 
such that the function of the courts is limited to a de- 
termination of whether constitutional provisions have 
been violated, and if they have not, the right of the Leg- 
islature to exercise it in any manner it sees fit must be 
sustained. If the property be taken irregularly, or if 
the taking is not for a public purpose, the owner can 
proceed against the taker the same as any other tres- 
passer by injunction, ejectment, or any other available 
remedy. Monarch Chemical Works, Inc. v. City of 
Oman vier okt vas sn ute aye eee rete eat we pe eek we 
The acquisition of property whether by voluntary meth- 
ods or by eminent domain to carry out a redevelopment 
plan must be provided for in and be in accordance with 
such plan. Monarch Chemical Works, Inc. v. City of 
OMBNA © iis. oi deiechie vat ews Ue or ele wos Tae he Ds 


In an appeal in an equity action, it is the duty of this 
court to try issues of fact de novo upon the record and 
to reach an independent conclusion without reference 
to the findings of the District Court. Monarch Chemi- 
cal Works, Inc. v. City of Omaha ...................... 
The equitable principle that the corporate entity may 
be disregarded to prevent fraud and injustice is in- 
tended to prevent corporate owners from using the cor- 
porate entity to cloak fraud or justify wrongdoing, and 
it may not be applied to prefer a creditor of the corpo- 
rate owner who fails to perfect a security interest to the 
other creditors of the corporation of whom a trustee in 
bankruptcy is the representative. Southwest Bank of 
Omaha v. Moritz ..... 0.0... 
It is the duty of the Supreme Court to try the issues of 
fact de novo on the record without reference to the find- 
ings of the District Court. Such independent conclu- 
sions of fact must be determined by the Supreme Court 
in accordance with the ordinary rules governing the 
burden of proof and the competency and materiality of 
the evidence. Rentschler v. Wainofer ................. 

Courts of equity will decree a strict foreclosure only un- 
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der special circumstances where it would be inequita- 
ble and unjust to refuse them. Whether or not such a 
decree will be granted is dependent upon the facts of 
the particular case being considered and is necessarily 
addressed to the sound judicial discretion of the court. 
Where such a decree is entered, the defaulting party is 
entitled to a reasonable time to avoid its consequences 
by performing the contract. Morgan v. Zoucha ....... 
When marshaling of assets is sought by a junior lien 
holder, equities are determined as of the time when 
such request is made. Omaha Nat. Bank v. Conti- 
nental Western Corp. ......... 00sec cece eee teen eens 
A real estate foreclosure action is an action in equity, 
and upon appeal to this court is triable de novo, sub- 
ject, however, to the condition that when the evidence 
on material questions of fact is in irreconcilable con- 
flict, this court will, in determining the weight of the 
evidence, consider the fact that the trial court observed 
the witnesses and their manner of testifying and must 
have accepted one version of the facts rather than the 
opposite. The above rule is applicable even though all 
the witnesses testifying were called by only one of the 
parties. Tilden v. Beckmann ............:s scene eee 
Though there may be no assignment in haec verba of a 
mortgage and note, the facts may establish an equita- 
ble assignment of such interest. Equity disregards 
mere form, and no particular words or particular form 
of instrument is necessary to effect an equitable assign- 
ment. Any language, however informal, may amount 
to an equitable assignment if it shows the intention of 
the owner of a chose in action to transfer it, so that it 
will become the property of the transferee. Tilden v. 
BeckKMANN 2. neces cece cece eevee newton nets eneeasaenes 
An agreement to devise and bequeath property is, 
where supported by consideration, valid and enforce- 
able. In such a case, equity will impress a trust upon 
the property, which trust will follow it into the hands of 
the personal representatives of the promisor or into the 
hands of a grantee who has not given consideration for 
the conveyance. Allenv. Mayo ..............eeeee eee 
On appeals in equity, the Supreme Court will, in deter- 
mining the weight of the testimony of the witnesses, 
consider that the trial court observed the witnesses and 
their manner of testifying and accepted one version of 
the facts rather than the other. Allenv. Mayo ........ 
A court of equity has the power to relieve a mortgagor 
from the effect of an operative acceleration clause 
when the default of the mortgagor is the result of some 
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unconscionable or inequitable conduct of the mortga- 
gee. Redding v. Gibbs ................ 0... cece ee eee 
Equity will grant relief to prevent an acceleration of a 
mortgage debt predicated on an inadvertent default 
where there are indications that the mortgagee had 
knowledge of the default and, subsequent to the ex- 
Ppiration of the grace period, in personal dealings with 
the mortgagor failed to inquire about the delayed pay- 
ment but immediately thereafter brought an action to 
foreclose. Redding v. Gibbs ......................000. 
When an advantage is unconscionable depends on the 
circumstances. The gravity of the fault must be com- 
pared with the gravity of the hardship. ‘‘Unconscion- 
able’’ conduct means conduct that is monstrously 
harsh, that is shocking to the conscience. Redding v. 
GADDIS? sco ag eo costa cea des eticoc a og snacdinc a adele ops osianacenk Soe es cles ayes 
Equity cases are heard de novo in this court; however, 
in determining the weight to be given the evidence, this 
court will consider the fact that the trial court observed 
the witnesses and their manner of testifying. Duff v. 
Dati fo ages tistite esti od dig She oe Oipareteive Whine ole wrowe mares 


In an error proceeding conflicting evidence will not be 
weighed, and the order of an administrative tribunal 
must be affirmed if the tribunal has acted within its ju- 
risdiction and there is sufficient competent evidence, 
as a matter of law, to sustain its findings and order. 
Davis v. Board of Education ......................0005 
When the evidence is conflicting regarding a motion for 
the suppression of evidence the decision upon the mo- 
tion is for the court and will not be reversed on appeal 
in the absence of an abuse of discretion. State v. Wein- 
BONE. cist Re iN el eee aad eee ose! aga us wads 
When the evidence viewed most favorably for plaintiff 
fails to disclose the existence of gross negligence, the 
trial court is obligated to sustain a motion to direct a 
verdict for the defendant. Wagner v. Mines ........... 
In determining whether the evidence supports the find- 
ings of the trial court in an action at law where a jury 
has been waived, the evidence must be considered in 
the light most favorable to the successful party, all con- 
flicts must be resolved in his favor, and he is entitled to 
the benefit of every inference that can reasonably be 
deduced from the evidence. Fabricators, Inc. v. 
Farmers Blevator, Inc. .............. 20.2 e eee 
Negligence is never presumed but must be proved by a 
preponderance of the evidence. The fact that an in- 
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13. 


vitee falls upon the steps leading from the exit of a 
building to the sidewalk below does not raise any pre- 
sumption of negligence on the part of its owner. 
Schwartz v. Selvage ........... 0.0... c eee eee eee 
A motion for a directed verdict is treated as an admis- 
sion of the truth of all material and relevant evidence 
submitted on behalf of the party against whom the mo- 
tion is directed. Schwartz v. Selvage ................. 
Directing a verdict is proper only when there is a com- 
plete absence of probative facts to support a judgment 
or verdict in favor of the party against whom the ver- 
dict is directed. Schwartz v. Selvage ................. 
Error may not be predicated upon a ruling excluding 
evidence without making an offer of proof as to what 
the excluded evidence may have been. Schwartz v. 
Selva ges jak cp cee eis acces aan euctae aioe gues eee a 
Where the record of the proceedings before the Nebras- 
ka Liquor Contro] Commission contains no evidence to 
justify an order, the action must be held to be unrea- 
sonable and arbitrary. Joe and Al’s IGA, Inc. v. Ne- 
braska Liquor Control Commission .................... 
In determining the question of whether the evidence is 
sufficient to submit the issues of negligence and con- 
tributory negligence to the jury, a party is entitled to 
have all conflicts in the evidence resolved in her favor 
and the benefit of every reasonable inference that may 
be deducted from the evidence, and if reasonable 
minds might draw different conclusions from a set of 
facts thus resolved in favor of a party, the issues of 
negligence and contributory negligence are for the 
jury. Swiler v. Baker’s Super Market, Inc. ........... 
Negligence is a question of fact and may be proven by 
circumstantial evidence and physical facts. However, 
the law requires that the facts and circumstances 
proved, together with the inferences that may properly 
be drawn therefrom, indicate with a reasonable cer- 
tainty the negligent act charged. Swiler v. Baker’s 
Super Market, Inc. ............ cece cece eee cece nee 
A litigant is entitled to have the jury instructed only on 
those theories of the case which are presented by the 
pleadings and which are supported by competent evi- 
dence. Swiler v. Baker’s Super Market, Inc. .......... 
Upon the issue of negligence or contributory negli- 
gence, evidence of the ordinary practice or of the uni- 
form custom, if any, of persons in the performance un- 
der similar circumstances of acts like those which are 
alleged to have been done negligently is generally 
competent evidence. Swiler v. Baker’s Super Market, 
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TNs 53-5 shed. Bie Coat epee oae daoe Bh aaa ety Sanco ag 
A person charged with a crime may be convicted on 
circumstantial evidence only. State v. Meadows ...... 
A court will not interfere on appeal with the conviction 
based upon evidence unless it is so lacking in probative 
force that the court can say as a matter of law that it is 
insufficient to support a verdict of guilt beyond a rea- 
sonable doubt. State v. Meadows ..................005 
Where the evidence supporting the District Court’s 
findings of fact is substantial, the findings will not be 
disturbed. Farmer v. Richman Gordman Stores, Inc. 
For the purpose of evaluating a motion for a directed 
verdict or a dismissal of a cause of action, all doubt 
must be resolved in favor of the party against whom 
the verdict or dismissal is urged. The truth of all evi- 
dence he has submitted must be assumed and he must 
be given the benefit of all inferences therefrom. The 
question must be whether, in view of these assump- 
tions, the jury could properly bring in a verdict in his 
favor. Jonesv. Foutch ............. 00. c cece cence eee 
A guest to recover damages from his host for injury re- 
ceived by the guest while riding in a motor vehicle op- 
erated by the host must prove by the greater weight of 
the evidence in the case the gross negligence of the host 
relied upon by the guest and that it was the proximate 
cause of the accident and injury. Jones v. Foutch ..... 
Whether gross negligence exists must be ascertained 
from the facts and circumstances of each particular 
case and not from any fixed definition or rule. In case 
of doubt or where reasonable minds might differ the 
evidence must be resolved in favor of the existence of 
gross negligence, in which case it is a question for the 
jury. Jonesv. Foutch .............. 0. cece cue ee neces 
Although any one of several acts of negligence proxt- 
mately causing an accident might not, standing alone, 
constitute gross negligence, no one act should be sepa- 
rated from the whole of the acts and held to be the inde- 
pendent cause of the accident. The several acts are to 
be considered as a whole to determine whether or not 
gross negligence has been established. Jones v. 
Pouteh 253s ce ancien and aie sadam once aeckeeas 
An order to the prosecuting attorney under the provi- 
sions of section 29-1912, R. R. S. 1943, is not an appropri- 
ate way for a defendant in a criminal case to procure 
handwriting exemplars of third parties unless it be al- 
leged that such exemplars are in the possession of the 
prosecutor and are relevant evidence in the prosecu- 
tion. State v. Davis ......... 0... cece ccc cece eee eees 
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A real estate foreclosure action is an action in equity, 
and upon appeal to this court is triable de novo, sub- 
ject, however, to the condition that when the evidence 
on material questions of fact is in irreconcilable con- 
flict, this court will, in determining the weight of the 
evidence, consider the fact that the trial court observed 
the witnesses and their manner of testifying and must 
have accepted one version of the facts rather than the 
opposite. The above rule is applicable even though all 
the witnesses testifying were called by only one of the 
parties. Tilden v. Beckmann ......................0.. 
The owner of personal property is qualified to express 
an opinion of the value thereof solely because of his 
status as owner of it. Peck v. Masonic Manor Apart- 
ment Hotel. ose chs ei we dee nye hs Chea Re ee OMe 
In determining the sufficiency of the evidence to sus- 
tain a verdict, the evidence must be considered most 
favorably to the successful party, every controverted 
fact must be resolved in his favor, and he is entitled to 
the benefit of any inferences reasonably deducible from 
it. A jury verdict based on conflicting evidence should 
not be set aside on appeal unless clearly wrong. Lock- 
hart v. Continental Cheese, Inc. ...................405- 
A review of the relevant books of an employer by a 
wage claimant, together with his own arithmetic and 
testimony of his conclusion of the amount due, is suffi- 
cient evidence to support a judgment for a salary bonus 
figured as an agreed percentage of gross profit. Lock- 
hart v. Continental Cheese, Inc. ....................05. 
The sufficiency of the evidence at a preliminary hear- 
ing may be raised only by a plea in abatement filed in 
the criminal proceedings in the District Court, and af- 
ter trial and conviction any error in the ruling of the 
District Court on the plea in abatement is cured if the 
evidence at trial is sufficient to permit the jury to find 
guilt beyond a reasonable doubt. State v. Lehman .... 
Without a certified copy of the transcript of the evi- 
dence introduced at the preliminary hearing, and in the 
absence of a stipulation, no determination can be made 
in District Court that probable cause is established by 
an amended information, which on its face does not ap- 
pear to be a lesser-included offense. State v. Forbes 
It is the responsibility of the prosecutor to examine the 
evidence, the statutes, and the cases to make a proper 
determination of what charge to file. It is not always 
desirable that a prosecutor prosecute all crimes at the 
highest degree available; and in exercising his discre- 
tion in this regard, he does not negiect his public duty 
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nor discriminate among offenders. State v. Belitz 

In a trial de novo on the record, it is the obligation of 
the District Court to reach an independent conclusion 
without reference to the decision of the county court, 
with the caveat that where the evidence is in irrecon- 
cilable conflict, the District Court should consider the 
lower court’s opportunity to observe the witnesses and 
their manner of testifying. Hydev. Cleveland ........ 
A judgment of the District Court will not be set aside by 
this court on appeal unless it is clearly wrong and not 
supported by the evidence. Hyde v. Cleveland ........ 
The admissions and declarations of a party to an action 
against his own interest, upon a material matter, are 
admissible against him as original evidence and may 
be used as rebuttal evidence, and, where he is ex- 
amined as a witness in his own behalf, it is unnecessary 
to lay foundation for the admission of such evidence by 
cross-examination. Hyde v. Cleveland ................ 
Ordinarily the order of proof is a matter in the discre- 
tion of the trial court and error cannot be successfully 
asserted on account of any irregularity therein; preju- 
dice in such case should first appear. Hyde v. Cleve- 
FANG eseike wiatogiar iene ete dw ageee areal ais Met aad MENS Ao ated Sea ee 
Where evidence improperly received during a trial is 
afterwards stricken by the judge and expressly with- 
drawn from the consideration of the jury, the error in- 
volved in its reception is ordinarily cured. Palma v. 
Barak i ssiiviace siete serers ace pare aa one eens we Sab adeg Aa enee ie 
A verdict will not be set aside as inadequate unless it is 
clearly against the weight and reasonableness of the 
evidence and is so disproportionate to the injury proved 
as to indicate that it was the result of passion, preju- 
dice, mistake, or some other means not apparent in the 
record, or that the jury disregarded the evidence or 
rules of law. Palmav. Barta ....................0.005 
In a jury-waived action the judgment of the trial court 
on the facts has the same force as a jury verdict and 
will not be set aside on appeal if there is sufficient 
competent evidence to support it. Scott-Hourigan Co. 
VeDeOpregy icc cies bce iaele bh oe te kan ad Gand THR OEE Oe 
Generally a photograph is admissible if it is relevant 
and is shown to be a true and correct representation of 
the place or subject it purports to represent at a time 
pertinent to the inquiry. Thomas v. Burlington North- 
OM RIB ING: sited sie Nese as Bees awh ced G6 Bice ede 
A duplicate of a writing is admissible to the same ex- 
tent as an original unless a genuine question is raised 
as to the authenticity of the original or in the circum- 
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38. 


38. 


40. 


41. 


42. 


43. 


44, 


45. 


46. 


47. 


stances it would be unfair to admit the duplicate in lieu 
of the original. Commuter Developments and Invest- 
ments, Inc. v. Gramlich ..................0000 2c eee ee 
In a criminal action, this court will not interfere with a 
verdict of guilty unless, as a matter of law, the evi- 
dence is so lacking in probative force that it is insuf- 
ficient to support a finding of guilt beyond a reasonable 
doubt. State v. Costanzo .........0..... 0... eee eee eee 
The test of the sufficiency of circumstantial evidence in 
a criminal prosecution is whether the facts and circum- 
stances tending to connect the accused with the crime 
charged are of such a conclusive nature as to exclude 
to a moral certainty every rational hypothesis except 
that of guilt. State v. Costanzo ....................0005 
On appeals in equity, the Supreme Court will, in deter- 
mining the weight of the testimony of the witnesses, 
consider that the trial court observed the witnesses and 
their manner of testifying and accepted one version of 
the facts rather than the other. Allenv. Mayo ........ 
An order of the Court of Industrial Relations that is 
supported by substantial evidence and is not arbitrary 
or capricious will not be disturbed on appeal. Ameri- 
can Assn. of University Professors v. Board of Regents 
Hearsay evidence is not admissible except as otherwise 
provided by the statutes of this state. State v. Williams 
An error in ruling on the admissibility of evidence will 
not constitute ground for reversal unless the evidence 
is prejudicial. State v. Williams ...................... 
A party may not claim error on the failure to introduce 
evidence which was incumbent upon the party seeking 
the benefit of the evidence to introduce. A party can- 
not be heard to complain of error which he was instru- 
mental in bringing about. Foreman & Clark of Nebras- 
ka, Inc. v. City of Omaha .............. 0... eee eee eee 
Equity cases are heard de novo in this court; however, 
in determining the weight to be given the evidence, this 
court will consider the fact that the trial court observed 
the witnesses and their manner of testifying. Duff v. 
Di i 54 Senet Sieine cseeararsivel a acetate Soe See ea agg fe acegpTaseed fon 
A custody order of the trial court will not ordinarily be 
disturbed unless there is a clear abuse of discretion or 
it is clearly against the weight of the evidence. Duff v. 
Dulftesessbalintain te cas ee keane de bacnds PRs Cage tae See 
A motion for judgment notwithstanding the verdict 
must be treated as an admission of the truth of all ma- 
terial and relevant evidence submitted on behalf of the 
party against whom the motion is directed. Such party 
is entitled to have every controverted fact resolved in 
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his favor and to have the benefit of every inference 
which can reasonably be deduced from the evidence. 
Davidson v. Simmons ............... 0002s cece eee eee 
An actual offer of evidence upon an issue is not neces- 
sary in order to preserve the question for review if the 
trial court has theretofore ruled that no proof upon that 
issue would be received in any event, and the alleged 
error in doing so has been appropriately preserved by 
motion for new trial or otherwise. Quinlan v. City of 
OMANE i. hie es diene beach eeite wtb aes eT Quieres ne wots 
In our review of orders and decisions of the Court of In- 
dustrial Relations, we are restricted to considering 
whether the order of that court is supported by substan- 
tial evidence justifying the order made, whether it 
acted within the scope of its statutory authority, and 
whether its action was arbitrary, capricious, or unrea- 
sonable. Metro. Tech. Com. Col. Ed. Assn. v. Metro 
Tech. Com. Col. Area ..... 00... cece ete 
Evidence of other crimes, wrongs, or acts is not admis- 
sible to prove the character of a person in order to 
show that he acted in conformity therewith. It may, 
however, be admissible for other purposes, such as 
proof of motive, opportunity, intent, preparation, plan, 
knowledge, identity, or absence of mistake or accident. 
State-v. Nielsen c.3-5.0.s000 . ein cipae vow sabe eee rend eee ee 
Evidence of other criminal acts which involve or ex- 
plain the circumstances of the crime charged, or are 
integral parts of an overall occurrence or transaction, 
may be admissible. State v. Nielsen .................. 
It is competent for the prosecution to put in evidence all 
relevant facts and circumstances which tend to estab- 
lish any of the constituent elements of the crime with 
which the accused is charged even though such facts 
and circumstances may prove or tend to prove that the 
defendant committed other crimes. State v. Nielsen .. 
A motion for mistrial is inappropriate when it relates to 
rulings of the court on the admissibility of evidence and 
only the underlying assignment of error relating to the 
challenged admission of evidence will be considered on 
appeal by this court. Knieschev. Thos ............... 
A jury verdict may not be set aside unless it is clearly 
wrong and it is sufficient if there is any competent evi- 
dence presented to the jury upon which it could find for 
the successful party and all conflicts in the evidence, 
expert or lay, and the credibility of the witnesses is for 
the jury and not for the court. Kniesche v. Thos ...... 
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Executors, Administrators, and Personal Representatives. 


1. 


The general rule is that an executor in discharging his 
trust duties must exercise the care, prudence, and 
judgment that a man of fair, average capacity and 
ability exercises in the transaction of his own business. 
Brown v. Sherwood .......... 0. cece eee eee eee eens 
Ordinarily, a personal representative of an estate, act- 
ing reasonably for the benefit of interested persons, 
may properly effect a fair and reasonable compromise 
with any debtor or obligor. Brown v. Sherwood ....... 
It may the the duty of the personal representative to 
prosecute a suit for the collection of assets. In a prop- 
er case the court may punish an administrator for con- 
tempt on his refusal to sue, or it may revoke his letters 
and appoint an administrator who will prosecute the 
action. The duty of an executor or administrator to 
bring an action on a debt due the estate may depend on 
whether the claim is reasonably good or one of doubtful 
character. He may decline to sue on a doubtful or con- 
troverted claim notwithstanding the fact that the heirs 
think it is well-founded, unless they are willing to give 
him indemnity for costs. Brown v. Sherwood ......... 


Extradition. 


Fees. 


1. 


In an extradition proceeding where the Governor of the 
asylum state has granted extradition, a court of the 
asylum state can do no more than decide (a) whether 
the extradition documents on their face are in order; 
(b) whether the petitioner has been charged with a 
crime in the demanding state; (c) whether the peti- 
tioner is the person named in the request for extradi- 
tion; and (d) whether the petitioner is a fugitive. State 
ex rel. Partin v. Jensen .......... 2... cece eee e eee eee 
In a habeas corpus proceeding challenging extradition, 
in the absence of specific statutory authorization, the 
trial court or the District Court has power, in its discre- 
tion, to grant bail during the pendency of the proceed- 
ings, including an appeal to this court, in the same 
cases and under the same terms and conditions author- 
ized by statute in preliminary extradition proceedings, 
or in other habeas corpus proceedings. State ex rel. 
Partin v. Jensen .......... 0... eee eee eee 


Section 33-139, R. S. Supp., 1978, does not authorize the 
payment of $20 per day to a material witness during the 
time that he is confined while he is unable to post bond. 
Cochran v. County of Lincoln .............. 0.0 e cece eee 
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A general statute providing for witness fees cannot be 
construed to include or to authorize payment of such 
fees to any person detained by court order while wait- 
ing for the trial to take place. Cochran v. County of 
EAMONN io. ihe isiceentya Seacsiahina, 4 segrateranede thea TE wee wheel e a 
The right of a witness to compensation is purely statu- 
tory since at common law no witness fees were paid. A 
statute not providing for payment of fees to witnesses 
in criminal and other cases does not on that account in- 
fringe the constitutional provision against taking prop- 
erty for public use, against taking property without due 
process of law, or against demanding a man’s particu- 
lar services without just compensation. Cochran v. 
County of Lincoln ......... 0.0. cee eee ee 
It is clearly recognized that the giving of testimony and 
the attendance upon court or grand jury in order to 
testify are public duties which every person within the 
jurisdiction of the government is bound to perform 
upon being properly summoned and for performance of 
which he is entitled to no further compensation than 
that which the statutes provide. The personal sacrifice 
involved is a part of the necessary contribution of the 
individual for the welfare of the public. Cochran v. 
County of Lincoln ........ 0. cece ee eee 


The fireman’s rule negates liability to firemen by one 
whose negligence causes or contributes to a fire which 
in turn causes injury or death of a fireman. Buchanan 
v. Prickett & Son, Inc. 0.0.0.0... 0... eee 
The underlying basis of the fireman’s rule is that the 
ordinary risks which a fireman encounters in the per- 
formance of his duty in fighting fires and protecting life 
and property are those which he has assumed a duty to 
perform and to which he has assumed the risk in a 
“primary”’ sense; that is, the risk is one which the fire- 
man has engaged to encounter by virtue of his employ- 
ment and one which it is his duty to perform and thus 
the person who negligently caused the fire has not 
breached a duty owed the fireman. In the absence of 
any statute or ordinance prescribing a duty on the part 
of the owner or possessor of the property to members of 
a public fire department, the owner is not liable for 
such injuries to firemen except those proximately re- 
sulting from willful or wanton negligence or a designed 
injury, except in certain cases where there may be the 
duty to warn of hidden danger or peril known to the 
owner or occupant but unknown to or unobservable by 
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the fireman in the exercise of ordinary care. Buchanan 
v. Prickett & Son, Inc. ...........0. 00 ccc eee 


Foreclosure. 


1. 


Courts of equity will decree a strict foreclosure only un- 
der special circumstances where it would be inequita- 
ble and unjust to refuse them. Whether or not such a 
decree will be granted is dependent upon the facts of 
the particular case being considered and is necessarily 
addressed to the sound judicial discretion of the court. 
Where such a decree is entered, the defaulting party is 
entitled to a reasonable time to avoid its consequences 
by performing the contract. Morgan v. Zoucha ....... 
A court has jurisdiction and power to include, within a 
decree of foreclosure of a real estate mortgage, provi- 
sions for the disposition of the proceeds of the sale of 
the property. Omaha Nat. Bank v. Continental West- 
COIN: COrpe — iss esse bunnies o Palstde ten ge Mag cet ateles nase tte att 
When marshaling of assets is sought by a junior lien 
holder, equities are determined as of the time when 
such request is made. Omaha Nat. Bank v. Continen- 
tal Western Corp. ........... ccc cc cece ee eet eteeees 
When the holder of a first real estate mortgage upon 
property subsequently encumbered in separate parcels 
to junior lien holders seeks foreclosure, such first lien 
will be enforced against the entire security; junior lien 
holders will bear the burden of such first lien in propor- 
tion to the value of the parcels upon which they have 
claims; any surplus remaining after the satisfaction of 
the first lien should be apportioned among junior lien 
holders in proportion to the value of the parcels in 
which they have an interest. Omaha Nat. Bank v. Con- 
tinental Western Corp. .......... 0... eee 
A real estate foreclosure action is an action in equity, 
and upon appeal to this court is triable de novo, sub- 
ject, however, to the condition that when the evidence 
on material questions of fact is in irreconcilable con- 
flict, this court will, in determining the weight of the 
evidence, consider the fact that the trial court observed 
the witnesses and their manner of testifying and must 
have accepted one version of the facts rather than the 
opposite. The above rule is applicable even though all 
the witnesses testifying were called by only one of the 
parties. Tilden v. Beckmann ..................000000- 
Where the mortgagee has made an assignment of the 
mortgage, and the assignee has not reassigned or rede- 
livered it to the mortgagee at the time a foreclosure ac- 
tion is commenced by the mortgagee, the mortgagee is 
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not the real party in interest to bring the action. 
Redding v. Gibbs .............. cece ccc cence e ee 
Equity will grant relief to prevent an acceleration of a 
mortgage debt predicated on an inadvertent default 
where there are indications that the mortgagee had 
knowledge of the default and, subsequent to the expira- 
tion of the grace period, in personal dealings with the 
mortgagor failed to inquire about the delayed payment 
but immediately thereafter brought an action to fore- 
close. Redding v. Gibbs ............... cece eee ee eae 
When an advantage is unconscionable depends on the 
circumstances. The gravity of the fault must be com- 
pared with the gravity of the hardship. ‘‘Unconscion- 
able’’ conduct means conduct that is monstrously 
harsh, that is shocking to the conscience. Redding v. 
GIDDS<5 3 chg.c ie hang Oey eae esta eine ea ta meweds 


Franchises. 


1. 


The Motor Vehicle Industry Licensing Act regulates 
and restricts the termination of dealer franchises and 
creates rights in franchisees which would not exist in- 
dependent of the statute. S & T Motors v. General 
Motors:Corp. 6 ic.sacciecece stacey sabe bbe eee beweneu ne 
Under section 60-1429(2), R. R. S. 1943, change of own- 
ership of a franchisee’s dealership is not good cause for 
termination of the franchise unless the franchisor 
proves that the change of ownership will be substan- 
tially detrimental to the distribution of franchisor’s mo- 
tor vehicle in the community. S & T Motors v. General 
Motors: Corps, -sersec3 eos d sae hd aw Stes Cana ee Ses Gal ad 
Under section 60-1430, R. R. S. 1943, in the event of the 
sale or transfer of ownership of the franchisee’s 
dealership by sale or transfer of the business, the fran- 
chisor shall give effect to such change in the franchise 
unless the transfer of the franchisee’s license under the 
act is denied or the new owner is unable to obtain a li- 
cense. S & T Motors v. General Motors Corp. ......... 
The essential concept involved in the term dealership, 
as sued in the Motor Vehicle Industry Licensing Act, is 
the ‘‘business”’ of the dealer. S & T Motors v. General 
Motors: Corps 240 cvieviea taka eli Mella iie aye peas 
The real estate on which the business is operated is not 
necessarily an integral part of a dealership. S & T 
Motors v. General Motors Corp. ...........-.0- eee eeee 
The term ‘‘motor vehicle’ as used in section 60-1429(2), 
R. R. S. 1943, refers to the motor vehicles covered by 
the franchise and does not refer to all of the motor 
vehicles which a franchisor may distribute through 
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Fraud. 


various divisions and separate franchises. S & T Mo- 
tors v. General Motors Corp. ..................002-005. 


The equitable principle that the corporate entity may 
be disregarded to prevent fraud and injustice is in- 
tended to prevent corporate owners from using the cor- 
porate entity to cloak fraud or justify wrongdoing, and 
it may not be applied to prefer a creditor of the corpo- 
rate owner who fails to perfect a security interest to the 
other creditors of the corporation of whom a trustee in 
bankruptcy is the representative. Southwest Bank of 
Omaha v. Moritz ...... 0. ce eee eee 
In order to avail himself of the rule that the statute of 
limitations for an action based on fraud does not begin 
to run until discovery of the facts constituting the 
fraud, plaintiff must allege in his petition the failure to 
discover. Grand Island School Dist. #2 v. Celotex Corp. 
The general rule is that a corporation will be looked on 
as a legal entity until sufficient reason to the contrary 
appears; that is, when the notion of legal entity is used 
to justify wrong and protect fraud. Branham v. 
McGinnis ©... e5.c cere gee dog Meee ee oad bewba ee eweba vbes 
Where various corporations, substantially owned by 
one individual are but instrumentalities through which 
such individual transacts his business, and, where 
such corporations are used as a cloak or shield to per- 
petrate a fraud, a court of law will examine the whole 
transaction, looking through corporate forms to the 
substance of things to protect the rights of innocent 
parties and to circumvent fraud. Branham v. Mc- 
Ginnisss..5nscind ge Cie the beidnsh ae ee etic tte geata Ba 
Generally in the absence of fraud, one who does not 
choose to read a contract before signing it cannot later 
relieve himself of its burdens. Commodity Traders, 
Ine: V.;Palmmer :. 2 se ee kbs te ee a 


Frauds, Statute of. 


1. 


Where the leading object or main purpose of a party 
promising to pay the debt of another is to promote his 
own interests, and not to become a guarantor, and the 
promise is made on sufficient consideration, the statute 
of frauds is not applicable and the promise will be valid 
although not in writing. Branham v. McGinnis ....... 
Where the principal object of a party promising to pay 
the debt of another is to promote his own interests, and 
not to become guarantor, and the promise is made on 
sufficient consideration, it will be valid though not in 
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writing. VSC, Inc. v. Lilja ......... 0... ccc ccc cece ee 
A consideration to support a promise, not in writing, to 
pay the debt of another must operate to the advantage 
of the promisor, and place him under a pecuniary ob- 
ligation to the promisee independent of the original 
debt, which obligation is to be discharged by the pay- 
ment of that debt. VSC, Inc. v. Lilja .................. 


A racetrack messenger service, whether or not it 
actually engages in gambling, is so intertwined with 
gambling that it falls within the State’s plenary police 
power to regulate gaming activity. Pegasus of Omaha, 
Tn¢evVi States acco de Linco tied eae teaewle ome’ 
Prohibition by the Legislature of operation of racetrack 
messenger services bears a reasonable relationship to 
the legitimate State interest in the regulation of gam- 
bling. No constitutional provision renders such prohi- 
bition unlawful. § 2-1221, R. R. S. 1943. Pegasus of 
Omaha, Inc. v. State .......0.. 00. eee 


Governmental Subdivisions. 
It shall be presumed, in the case of governmental subdi- 


visions, such as municipalities, counties, power dis- 
tricts, or utility districts with no previous history of col- 
lective bargaining, that units of employees of less than 
departmental size shall not be appropriate. University 
Police Officers Union v. University of Nebraska ....... 


Grantor-Grantee. 


1. 


As used in the law of conveyancing, an exception is a 
withdrawal from the operation of the grant of some 
part of the thing granted; thus, where real estate is 
granted, a portion thereof may be excepted from the 
terms of the conveyance and the thing excepted re- 
mains in the grantor the same as if no grant had been 
made. An exception in a deed is nothing more than a 
qualification by which some part of the estate is not 
conveyed, but which would have passed to the grantee 
but for the exception. Schaffert v. Hartman .......... 
As used in the law of conveyancing, a reservation gives 
rise to some new thing issuing out of that which is 
granted. A reservation, while not affecting the title to 
the thing granted, may reserve to the grantor a right to 
the use or enjoyment of a portion thereof, as, for ex- 
ample, aneasement. Schaffert v. Hartman ........... 
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Guardian and Ward. 


1. 


The county court has exclusive jurisdiction to deter- 
mine the state of accounts between the guardian and 
ward, and no action can be maintained upon a guard- 
ian’s bond until the amount to be due from the guard- 
ian is first ascertained on the settlement of the guard- 
ian’s final account by the county court. Feltz v. Uni- 
versal Surety Co. 0.0.0... eee eee eee 
The order and decree of the county court as to the 
amount due from the guardian to his ward upon the 
final accounting and settlement of the guardian is final 
and conclusive upon the sureties on the guardian’s 
bond, both as to the bond entered into upon his appoint- 
ment or for any bond he may have been required to 
give under a license to sell his ward’s real estate. Feltz 
v. Universal Surety Co. ............ 0. ccc ccc eee eee ee 


Guest Statute. 


1, 


The owner of a motor vehicle who entrusts it to an un- 
derage minor is liable to an injured guest only if the 
operator of the motor vehicle is guilty of gross negli- 
gence. Wagner v. Mines ............ 0... cc cee eee ee 
Gross negligence within the meaning of the Nebraska 
guest statute means gross and excessive negligence or 
negligence in a very high degree; the absence of slight 
care in the performance of duty; an entire failure to ex- 
ercise care; or the exercise of so slight a degree of care 
as to justify the belief that there was an indifference to 
the safety of others. Wagner v. Mines ................ 
A guest to recover damages from his host for injury re- 
ceived by the guest while riding in a motor vehicle op- 
erated by the host must prove by the greater weight of 
the evidence in the case the gross negligence of the host 
relied upon by the guest and that it was the proximate 
cause of the accident and injury. Jonesv. Foutch ..... 


Habeas Corpus. 


1. 


The writ of habeas corpus is not a corrective remedy 
and is not a substitute for appeal or proceedings in 
error. Thus, where the question of a child’s custody 
has been determined by a court of competent jurisdic- 
tion, that disposition will control and cannot be dis- 
regarded in subsequent habeas corpus proceedings in- 
volving the same parties. Schleuter v. McCuiston ..... 
The writ of habeas corpus is a proper remedy.where a 
person entitled to custody of a child has been deprived 
of that custody by reason of a void judgment. Schleuter 
VeMcCulston. eins cid hee stag eaeeeda been ehediuw eds 
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In a habeas corpus proceeding challenging extradition, 
in the absence of specific statutory authorization, the 
trial court or the District Court has power, in its discre- 
tion, to grant bail during the pendency of the proceed- 
ings, including an appeal to this court, in the same 
cases and under the same terms and conditions au- 
thorized by statute in preliminary extradition proceed- 
ings, or in other habeas corpus proceedings. State ex 
rel. Partinv. Jensen ............. 0. cece eects 


In an error proceeding conflicting evidence will not be 
weighed, and the order of an administrative tribunal 
must be affirmed if the tribunal has acted within its 
jurisdiction and there is sufficient competent evidence, 
as a matter of law, to sustain its findings and order. 
Davis v. Board of Education ................ 0. cee eaee 
The sufficiency of the evidence at a preliminary hear- 
ing may be raised only by a plea in abatement filed in 
the criminal proceedings in the District Court, and 
after trial and conviction any error in the ruling of the 
District Court on the plea in abatement is cured if the 
evidence at trial is sufficient to permit the jury to find 
guilt beyond a reasonable doubt. State v. Lehman .... 


Hearsay evidence is not admissible except as otherwise 


Highways. 


1. 


provided by the statutes of this state. State v. Williams 


The duty of the board of county commissioners under 
section 39-1716, R. R. S. 1943, to lay out a public road, 
upon a showing that the statutory conditions of section 
39-1713, R. R. S. 1943, exist, is ministerial. Singleton v. 
Kimball County Board of Commissioners .............. 
The county board is vested with general supervision 
and control of the public roads located in its county as 
provided in section 39-1402, R. R. S. 1943. Art-Kraft 
Signs, Inc. v. County of Hall .....................00008. 
The statutory definition of public roads makes no dis- 
tinction between county roads and township roads for 
the general purposes prescribed in section 39-1402, R. 
R. 8. 1943. Art-Kraft Signs, Inc. v. County of Hall ..... 
In counties operating under the township organization, 
the township board possesses the limited power of gen- 
eral supervision of road and culvert work. Art-Kraft 
Signs, Inc. v. County of Hall .....................00045. 
The granting of any type of interest in a county road or 
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a township road is vested in the county board in which 
such public road is situated. Art-Kraft Signs, Inc. v. 
County of Hall ..... 0... ccc cece nee 


Homesteads. 

Where a contract for the sale of real estate includes both 
homestead and nonhomestead property, but is not duly 
executed and acknowledged, specific performance may 
be obtained of the nonhomestead land only if the con- 
tract is clearly severable as to the homestead and non- 
homestead property. Struempler v. Peterson ......... 


Homicide. 
The jury should only be instructed on those degrees of 
homicide that are supported by the evidence. State v. 
OUP i i3e3 ob: soe ae ss obevenans Sad teas Sih a nndavend cteiag ba Gos Sa ewes Ge 


Husband and Wife. 
1. The common law doctrine of interspousal tort immuni- 
ty pronounced in Emerson v. Western Seed & Irrigation 
Co., 116 Neb. 180, 216 N. W. 297 (1927), is abrogated. 
TEM: V MARI” ee idssesie ei ccace apd Uicleslenesdiar dens Gen dee exerane 9s poesauentie 
2. The personal representative of a decedent may main- 
tain a wrongful death action based on the alleged negli- 
gence of decedent’s spouse. Imig v. March ........... 


Indictments and Informations. 

1. A preliminary investigation conducted by the prosecut- 
ing attorney and upon which he files a sworn complaint 
or information against the party accused, is a sufficient 
compliance with the requirement of the Fourth Amend- 
ment of the United States Constitution that no warrant 
shall issue but upon probable cause, supported by oath 
or affirmation. State v. Lehman ...................... 

2. A trial court may, in the exerclse of its discretion, per- 
mit the names of witnesses to be endorsed upon an in- 
formation before or after the trial has begun when 
there is no showing of prejudice. State v. Lehman .... 

3. The provision of the Constitution of the State of Nebras- 
ka permitting prosecutions for felonies by information, 
rather than by grand jury indictment, does not conflict 
with the Fifth and Fourteenth Amendments of the 
United States Constitution. State v. Lehman .......... 

4. District Courts are without jurisdiction to try on infor- 
mation one accused of committing a felony within the 
state unless the defendant is first accorded the privi- 
lege of a preliminary examination or waives the same. 
State:v.. Forbes). ::.::¢ ce chases ne Noe eee AAS toh 
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If a defendant is accorded a preliminary hearing and 
thereafter an amended information is filed charging a 
crime that includes some of the elements of the original 
crime charged without the addition of any element ir- 
relevant to that original charge, no new preliminary 
hearing is required. State v. Forbes .................. 
A complaint that accused willfully attempted to evade 
an income tax or the payment thereof without specify- 
ing the means employed to attempt such evasion, does 
not include on its face the crime of filing a false return. 
State v... Forbes... ..0.00605 osha ieee ellie rite a cee Sone 
Without a certified copy of the transcript of the evi- 
dence introduced at the preliminary hearing, and in the 
absence of a stipulation, no determination can be made 
in District Court that probable cause is established by 
an amended information, which on its face does not ap- 
pear to be a lesser-included offense. State v. Forbes 
No information shall be deemed invalid for any defect 
or imperfection which does not prejudice the substan- 
tial rights of the defendant upon the merits. State v. 
Ma yS>. 23 tec fe dane tsi eee atibs ae Waker tells ae ey EAS 
An information which charges theft from the person in 
the actual possession of personal property, as bailee, is 
sufficient. State v. MayS .......... 0... cee cee eee eee 
A trial court may, in the exercise of its discretion, per- 
mit the names of witnesses to be endorsed upon an 
information before or after the trial has begun where 
there is no showing of prejudice to the rights of the de- 
fendant. State v. Nielsen .....................0.00 eee, 
The endorsement of additional names upon the infor- 
mation after trial has begun cannot be availed of as 
error where defendant makes no showing of prejudice 
or does not ask for postponement or continuance of the 
trial. Statev. Nielsen .............. 0.0... 


Injunction is a proper form of remedy in which to pre- 
sent the question of unlawful or improper exercise of 
the power of eminent domain and proof of the attempt 
to so deprive a private citizen of an estate in his prop- 
erty makes the resulting damage irreparable and the 
legal remedy inadequate. Monarch Chemical Works, 
Inc. v. City of Omaha ............. 0.0 eee ee eee 
The sovereign nature of the power of eminent domain is 
such that the function of the courts is limited to a deter- 
mination of whether constitutional provisions have 
been violated, and if they have not, the right of the Leg- 
islature to exercise it in any manner it sees fit must be 
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sustained. If the property be taken irregularly, or if 
the taking is not for a public purpose, the owner can 
proceed against the taker the same as any other tres- 
passer by injunction, ejectment, or any other available 
remedy. Monarch Chemical Works, Inc. v. City of 
Omaha oie ieee eek eae Saeed aaa Ewa E AE ie ta bende 


Instructions. 


1. 


Insurance. 
A 


Instructions should be considered together so that they 
may be properly understood, and when, as an entire 
charge, they properly submit the issues to the jury, the 
verdict will not be set aside. Reicheneker v. Seward 
A litigant is entitled to have the jury instructed only on 
those theories of the case which are presented by the 
pleadings and which are supported by competent evi- 
dence. Swiler v. Baker’s Super Market, Inc. .......... 
This court may take cognizance of prejudicial error in 
instructions indicative of probable miscarriage of jus- 
tice. Nat. Bank of Commerce Trust & Savings Assn. v. 
Mitchel 3.5.2 ccd dhs ss ah ae cE AP acne A 
It is not error to refuse a jury instruction on a lesser- 
included offense unless, under a different but reason- 
able view, the evidence is sufficient to establish guilt of 
the lesser offense and also leave a reasonable doubt as 
to some particular element included in the greater of- 
fense but not the lesser. State v. Munn ............... 


An insurance policy is a contract, and where there is no 
uncertainty as to its meaning and the same is legal and 
not opposed to public policy, it will be enforced as it is 
made. Stark v. Grange Mut. Ins. Co. ................, 
A provision in an insurance policy reciting that failure 
to pay the premium due on a specified date will 
suspend the policy and relieve the company of liability 
for losses occurring during the period of suspension is a 
valid and enforceable provision. Stark v. Grange Mut. 
INS3 (CO. valid fas aise cence ee bi be hg ee dea aa dd Seda es 
Where one intentionally does damage to the property of 
another in the mistaken belief that the property belongs 
to him, the property damage is not, within the meaning 
of an insurance policy, an ‘‘accident’’ neither expected 
nor intended from the standpoint of the insured. Fox- 
ley & Co. v. United States Fidelity & Guaranty Co...... 
A policy of insurance undertaking to pay damages be- 
cause of injury to or destruction of property caused by 
accident does not cover damages caused by the 
trespass of the policyholder upon the land of another 
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when the damage is the natural result of the intentional 
act of the policyholder. Foxley & Co. v. United States 
Fidelity & Guaranty Co. ........ 0.0 cece ccc eee 
Under the facts of this case the insurance company is- 
suing an automobile policy containing ‘‘uninsured mo- 
torist’’ coverage is held not entitled to relitigate, in a 
subsequent declaratory judgment action filed against it 
by its insured, whether the general verdict for damages 
returned by the jury, in a prior action brought by the 
insured against an uninsured motorist, contained any 
amounts for property damage, where counsel did not 
request a special verdict itemizing the type of damages 
included therein. Herrera v. American Standard Ins. 
COR: Hahei PO, el AOS Statik Ons Gare oeee esas 
The use of a declaratory judgment remedy is proper in 
this state to determine the rights and obligations of the 
insured and the insurance company under an uninsured 
motorist clause following the rendition of a final judg- 
ment against the uninsured motorist. Herrera v. 
American Standard Ins. Co. .................... 00. eee 
Reasonable attorney’s fees may properly be awarded 
in actions upon insurance policies under section 44-359, 
R. R. S. 1943. The amount to be allowed rests in the 
sound discretion of the court, considering the elements 
of the amount involved, the responsibility assumed, the 
questions of law raised, the time and labor necessarily 
required in the performance of duties, the professional 
diligence and skill required, and the result of the serv- 
ices performed. Herrera v. American Standard Ins. 
CO... wtaernie eden eg eRe aaettie 4 gle de Reps peer 
An injury is ‘‘expected or intended’ from the stand- 
point of the insured if a reason for an insured’s act is to 
inflict bodily injury or if the character of the act is such 
that an intention to inflict an injury can be inferred as a 
matter of law. Jones v. Norval ...............56 ee enue 
Where an 18-year-old man intentionally hits another 
person in the face with his fist, with force enough to 
knock the person unconscious, an intent to cause bodily 
injury can be inferred as a matter of law, and the sub- 
jective intent of the actor is immaterial. Jones v. 
Norval 33.5: h 5205 he Sees bee Sheet Goh oe a tad agree ot ae 
Ambiguities in an insurance policy should be construed 
against the insurer and if a policy is fairly susceptible 
of two constructions and one affords coverage and the 
other does not, then the construction which affords cov- 
erage should be adopted. Complexity is not the same 
as ambiguity. Great Plains Ins. Co., Inc. v. Kalhorn 
An insurance policy is a contract between the insur- 
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Intent. 


10. 


ance company and the insured. As such, the insurance 
company has the right to limit its liability by including 
those limitations in the policy definitions. If those defi- 
nitions are clearly stated and unambiguous, the insur- 
ance company is entitled to have those terms enforced. 
Great Plains Ins. Co., Inc. v. Kalhorn ................. 


A person claiming title by adverse possession must 
occupy and possess the land adversely to the record 
owners with the requisite intent and purpose to assert 
ownership. Rentschler v. Walnofer ................... 
Where the language used in the statute is ambiguous, 
recourse should be had to the legislative purposes. 
School District of Murray v. Lancaster ................ 
Where because a statute is ambiguous it is necessary to 
construe it, the principal objective is to determine 
legislative intention. School District of Murray v. Lan- 
Caster: cits. coaucsteles Woacn Binion oath awne nes avinc ete 
Legislative intent is the cardinal rule in the construc- 
tion of statutes. School District of Murray v. Lancas- 
UOT: Si ene see Sirus eh einen ee ade aig etete ace bash ede ans eats eaten eee te 
A fundamental principle of statutory construction is to 
ascertain the legislative intent and to give it effect. 
School District of Murray v. Lancaster ................ 
The reasons for the enactment of a statute and the pur- 
poses and objects of an act may be guides in an at- 
tempt to give effect to the main intent of the law- 
makers. School District of Murray v. Lancaster ...... 
When the literal wording of a statute leads to an ab- 
surdity or to an illogical or unjust conclusion, the inten- 
tion of the Legislature, as gathered from the entire act, 
will prevail. School District of Murray v. Lancaster 
In determining the intent of the parties to a deed, the 
language of the instrument, together with the surround- 
ing circumstances, are to be considered. Schaffert v. 
Hartman’ ssi can cites ee Res Gone dha be Peds urlleed 
Though there may be no assignment in haec verba of a 
mortgage and note, the facts may establish an equita- 
ble assignment of such interest. Equity disregards 
mere form, and no particular words or particular form 
of instrument is necessary to effect an equitable assign- 
ment. Any language, however informal, may amount 
to an equitable assignment if it shows the intention of 
the owner of a chose in action to transfer it, so that it 
will become the property of the transferee. Tilden v. 
Be CRM AI oso csc ses Sak ees ees whe od eek Dineen es 
The intention of the assignor must be to transfer a pres- 
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ent interest in the debt or fund or subject matter; if this 
is clearly expressed, the transaction is an assignment; 
otherwise not. Tilden v. Beckmann ................... 
A complaint that accused willfully attempted to evade 
an income tax or the payment thereof without specify- 
ing the means employed to attempt such evasion, does 
not include on its face the crime of filing a false return. 
State:v Forbes): sid ie es Sieat ge dad sie hedge ie Seas 
The Nebraska Probate Code should be liberally con- 
strued to discover and make effective the intent of a de- 
cedent in distribution of his property. DeVries v. Rix 
An injury is ‘‘expected or intended’’ from the stand- 
point of the insured if a reason for an insured’s act is to 
inflict bodily injury or if the character of the act is such 
that an intention to inflict an injury can be inferred as a 
matter oflaw. Jones v. Norval ................0..0... 
Where an 18-year-old man intentionally hits another 
person in the face with his fist, with force enough to 
knock the person unconscious, an intent to cause bodily 
injury can be inferred as a matter of law, and the sub- 
jective intent of the actor is immaterial. Jones v. 
INOPVAL isos. gee eb BS tee ga deel eo RASA raed! te Bucks oases 
The principal questions in determining whether a dis- 
charge by accord and satisfaction has taken place are: 
(1) Did the parties in fact agree that the performance 
rendered should operate as a final discharge and satis- 
faction; and (2) does that performance constitute a suf- 
ficient consideration for a return promise or for a dis- 
charge? Kurkowskiv. Bailey .....................04. 
An anticipatory breach of contract is one committed 
before the time has come when there is a present duty 
of performance and is the outcome of words or actions 
evincing an intention to refuse performance in the 
future. Hooker and Heft v. Estate of Weinberger ..... 
Because the intent with which an act is done exists only 
in the mind of the actor, its proof must be inferred from 
the act itself and from the facts surrounding the act. 
State-V.:\SamMpson * ion sieis died Pewee Syd ee wld 
Criminal intent is to be determined from the evidence 
and surrounding circumstances, and is therefore for 
the jury. Statev. Sampson ...............: 00. .e eee eee 


Where, in the process of liquidating and terminating the 


business of an installment loar licensee, a legal and 
valid installment loan obligation is assigned to a credi- 
tor of the licensee in satisfaction of an indebtedness of 
the licensee, the assignee acquires all the right, title, 
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and interest of the licensee and may sue for, collect, 
and receive any lawful rate of interest provided for in 
the installment loan agreement although the assignee 
does not have a license to engage in the installment 
loan business. Bateman v. Liggett .................... 


Intervention. 


An intervenor in a proceeding before the Court of Indus- 


trial Relations may be required to make a reasonable 
showing of interest in support of the intervention. 
American Assn. of University Professors v. Board of 
Regents ie cand sss 8 eheade cy Fe bebaw eed £4 04 be RSs 


Intoxicating Liquors. 


1. 


The Nebraska Liquor Control Commission has broad 
discretion in determining whether applications for li- 
censes should be granted or denied and courts are with- 
out authority to interfere with that discretion unless it 
has been abused. Harrigfeld v. Nebraska Liquor Con- 
trol Commission ............. 0... cece eee eee eee 
Where the record of the proceedings before the Nebras- 
ka Liquor Control Commission contains no evidence to 
justify an order, the action must be held to be unrea- 
sonable and arbitrary. Harrigfeld v. Nebraska Liquor 
Control Commission .......... 0.0... ccc eee cece een eee 
The facts gathered and the evidence taken in this case 
are sufficient to establish that the order of the Nebras- 
ka Liquor Control Commission was not unreasonable or 
arbitrary. Harrigfeld v. Nebraska Liquor Control 
COMMISSION? 2285 c6 i Se a er ee ei cheek aka ele wed ose 


Invitor-Invitee. 


1. 


Negligence is never presumed but must be proved by a 
preponderance of the evidence. The fact that an in- 
vitee falls upon the steps leading from the exit of a 
building to the sidewalk below does not raise any pre- 
sumption of negligence on the part of its owner. 
Schwartz v. Selvage ............ 0. ccc eee cee eee 
There is no liability on the part of an invitor-owner to 
protect a business invitee against hazards which are 
known to the business invitee and are so apparent that 
he may reasonably be expected to discover them and 
be able to protect himself. Schwartz v. Selvage ....... 
If the invitee has knowledge of the conditions and cir- 
cumstances in advance, or should have knowledge 
comparable to that of the invitor, then it may not be 
said that the invitor is guilty of actionable negligence. 
Schwartz v. Selvage ................. cee eee eee 
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A mail carrier is treated as a business visitor or in- 
vitee, to whom the premises owner owes a duty of exer- 
cising reasonable care to keep the premises reasonably 
safe for their contemplated use or to give adequate 
warning of dangers of which the owner knew or should 
have known, and which were not reasonably apparent 
to the invitee. Schwartz v. Selvage ................0.. 


A sentencing judge has broad discretion as to the source 


and type of evidence or information which may be used 
as assistance in determining the kind and extent of the 
punishment to be imposed and the judge may consider 
probation reports, police reports, affidavits, and other 
information, including his own personal observations. 
State:vi. Kramer: 2.004 ccc ede bre SE ee eae 


Judgments. 


1. 


In determining whether the evidence supports the find- 
ings of the trial court in an action at law where a jury 
has been waived, the evidence must be considered in 
the light most favorable to the successful party, all con- 
flicts must be resolved in his favor, and he is entitled to 
the benefit of every inference that can reasonably be 
deduced from the evidence. Fabricators, Inc. v. 
Farmers Elevator, Inc. ........... 0. cece ee eee 
The judgment of the trial court in an action at law 
where a jury has been waived has the effect of a ver- 
dict of a jury and it will not be set aside on appeal un- 
less clearly wrong. Fabricators, Inc. v. Farmers Ele- 
O@vatoOre ING. shi crake ne da Mes eeu eee NA Ree eae 
The findings of a court in a law action in which a jury is 
waived have the effect of a verdict of a jury and will 
not be disturbed on appeal unless clearly wrong. T. 8. 
McShane Co., Inc. v. Dominion Constr. Co. ............ 
A motion for a directed verdict is an absolute pre- 
requisite to a motion for judgment notwithstanding the 
verdict. Lockhart v. Continental Cheese, Inc. ......... 
A review of the relevant books of an employer by a 
wage claimant, together with his own arithmetic and 
testimony of his conclusion of the amount due, is suffi- 
cient evidence to support a judgment for a salary bonus 
figured as an agreed percentage of gross profit. Lock- 
hart v. Continental Cheese, Inc. ..............00.0 eee ee 
Under the provisions of section 24-537, R. S. Supp., 1976, 
a motion to vacate a default judgment in the county 
court must be made within 30 days after such judgment 
is entered and in the manner therein provided. Credit 
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11. 


12. 


13. 


14. 


15. 


Bureau of Hastings, Inc. v. George .................... 
A trial court has always had inherent power over its 
judgments to correct errors and mistakes therein, even 
to the extent of granting a new trial whether requested 
or not, as long as such action is taken within the same 
term of court at which the judgment was entered. 
DeVries Vi RAK: is oe sh the ha esate Seas J asa becw ecard RNa Ob id 
A judgment of the District Court will not be set aside by 
this court on appeal unless it is clearly wrong and not 
supported by the evidence. Hyde v. Cleveland ........ 
In a jury-waived action the judgment of the trial court 
on the facts has the same force as a jury verdict and 
will not be set aside on appeal if there is sufficient com- 
petent evidence to support it. Scott-Hourigan Co. v. 
DOPTeZ: os cce it cited Ohaus slates WORE Peo EN 
In ascertaining whether the plaintiff is the real party in 
interest, the primary and fundamental test to be ap- 
plied is whether the prosecution of the action will save 
the defendant from further harassment or vexation at 
the hands of other claimants to the same demand. If 
the defendant is not cut off from any just defense, off- 
set, or counterclaim against the demand and a judg- 
ment in behalf of the party suing will fully protect him 
when discharged, then is his concern at an end. 
Redding v. GibbS ........... 0.0 c cece eee 
The District Court has the power to enter judgment of 
dismissal for lack of prosecution. Such action rests in 
the sound discretion of the court and in the absence of 
an abuse of discretion will not be interfered with. State 
ex rel. Johnson v. Board of Supervisors of Gage County 
The proper function of an order nunc pro tunc is to cor- 
rect the record which has been made so it will truly re- 
flect the action really had. The order must conform to 
and be no broader in its terms than the judgment or de- 
cree actually rendered. White v. White ............... 
A motion for judgment notwithstanding the verdict 
must be treated as an admission of the truth of all ma- 
terial and relevant evidence submitted on behalf of the 
party against whom the motion is directed. Such party 
is entitled to have every controverted fact resolved in 
his favor and to have the benefit of every inference 
which can reasonably be deduced from the evidence. 
Davidson v. Simmons ........... 2... cece eee cee eens 
This court in determining if findings of the District 
Court are sustained by evidence must consider the 
proof and permissible inferences therefrom most fa- 
vorably to the successful party. VSC, Inc. v. Lilja .... 
The findings of the trial court in an action at law have 
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the effect of a verdict of a jury and will not be dis- 
turbed on appeal unless they are clearly wrong. VSC, 
Ine. ‘Vi Leia fee ee aes Sead Sade pbaenvandmnetaneltiar ay 


Judicial Notice. 


Juries. 


A court must take judicial notice of its own records in the 


case under consideration. State v. Norwood .......... 


The verdict of a jury will not be disturbed unless it is 
clearly wrong. Reicheneker v. Seward ............... 
Instructions should be considered together so that they 
may be properly understood, and when, as an entire 
charge, they properly submit the issues to the jury, the 
verdict will not be set aside. Reicheneker v. Seward 
A litigant is entitled to have the jury instructed only on 
those theories of the case which are presented by the 
pleadings and which are supported by competent evi- 
dence. Swiler v. Baker’s Super Market, Inc. .......... 
The jury should only be instructed on those degrees of 
homicide that are supported by the evidence. State v. 
Puller’ 05 shoc ncn duavewind phases erin aoa a deR aon 
Whether gross negligence exists must be ascertained 
from the facts and circumstances of each particular 
case and not from any fixed definition or rule. In case 
of doubt or where reasonable minds might differ the 
evidence must be resolved in favor of the existence of 
gross negligence, in which case it is a question for the 
jury. Jonesv. Foutch .............. 000 cece eee eee 
The sufficiency of the evidence at a preliminary hear- 
ing may be raised only by a plea in abatement filed in 
the criminal proceedings in the District Court, and 
after trial and conviction any error in the ruling of the 
District Court on the plea in abatement is cured if the 
evidence at trial is sufficient to permit the jury to find 
guilt beyond a reasonable doubt. State v. Lehman .... 
There was no reversible error where a juror on voir 
dire examination inadvertently failed to answer a ques- 
tion put to him as to whether any claim for personal in- 
juries had ever been made against him, where the 
juror voluntarily called attention to his omission to the 
trial judge and informed him that notwithstanding the 
omission he could render a fair and impartial judgment 
in the action. Palmav. Barta ................0.0 eee 
Where evidence improperly received during a trial is 
afterwards stricken by the judge and expressly with- 
drawn from the consideration of the jury, the error in- 
volved in its reception is ordinarily cured. Palma v. 
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18. 


14. 


Barta i ecorne ling yy naa Bataind fates tae owen weeds 3 
Where a general verdict is returned by a jury not de- 
lineating the type and amount of damages included 
within the verdict, the court has no means of ascertain- 
ing what elements were considered by the jury, nor the 
basis on which the jury determined the amount of dam- 
ages awarded. Where that information could have 
been obtained by requesting a special verdict, the infor- 
mation in question may not later be obtained by ex- 
tended or subsequent litigation. Herrera v. American 
Standard Ins. Co. 20... eee eee eee 
As a general rule, the right to a jury trial is part of our 
fundamental law. State ex rel. Simpson v. Vondrasek 
If a demand for a jury trial in municipal court is timely 
filed, a jury trial is mandated and no discretion upon 
the part of the court is involved. State ex rel. Simpson 
V. VONGrasek © 2.3.6. ci Ore wae Pa ease Ga abe ee 
Criminal intent is to be determined from the evidence 
and surrounding circumstances, and is therefore for 
the jury. State v. Sampson ..................... 0 cee 
The verdict of a jury must be sustained if, taking the 


view most favorable to the State, there is sufficient evi-’ 


dence to support it. State v.Sampson ................. 
A jury verdict may not be set aside unless it is clearly 
wrong and it is sufficient if there is any competent evi- 
dence presented to the jury upon which it could find for 
the successful party and all conflicts in the evidence, 
expert or lay, and the credibility of the witnesses is for 
the jury and not for the court. Kniesche v. Thos ...... 


Jurisdiction. 


1. 


In the absence of specific statutory authority the Court 
of Industrial Relations is without jurisdiction to gen- 
erally find and declare unfair labor practices. Uni- 
versity Police Officers Union v. University of Nebraska 
The authority of the Court of Industrial Relations is 
carefully circumscribed. Its procedures are pre- 
scribed by statute. Its jurisdiction is clearly defined 
and is limited to what are clearly legislative concerns. 
University Police Officers Union v. University of Ne- 
Drashah i iiiiie es nea aire RA Ba ST atl ea 
The county court has exclusive jurisdiction to deter- 
mine the state of accounts between the guardian and 
ward, and no action can be maintained upon a guard- 
ian’s bond until the amount to be due from the guardian 
is first ascertained on the settlement of the guardian’s 
final account by the county court. Feltz v. Universal 
purety COs shi eavol ogi seventeen Saad a daatlartena eae ah 
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An appearance for the purpose of objecting to the juris- 
diction of the court of the subject matter of the action, 
whether by motion or formal pleading, is a waiver of 
all objections to the jurisdiction of the court over the 
person of the defendant, whether the defendant in- 
tended such waiver or not. Schleuter v. McCuiston 

Section 43-201, R. S. Supp., 1976, which states that noth- 
ing in the Juvenile Court Act shall operate to deprive 
the District Courts of their chancery jurisdiction, does 
not limit the county court’s jurisdiction to determine 
the custody of a minor child whose custody was subject 
to a preexisting District Court order where the county 
court’s jurisdiction was invoked by the county attorney 
acting to protect the child pursuant to section 43-205, R. 
S. Supp., 1978. Schleuter v. McCuiston ................ 
In order to suspend jurisdiction of a state court in a 
criminal proceeding it is necessary to file a petition for 
removal in the appropriate United States District 
Court, to give notice to the adverse parties, and to file a 
copy of such petition with the clerk of the state court, 
all as provided by 28 U.S.C. A., § 1446. Once this is ac- 
complished the state court shall proceed no further un- 
less and until the case is remanded. State v. Lehman 
Once the state court is notified of an order of remand 
by the federal court, it resumes jurisdiction and may 
proceed even in the face of an appeal of the remand or- 
der, unless the defendant obtains a stay of proceedings. 
State v. Lehman ....... 0... cece cee ee ene ee 
The mere filing of a petition in bankruptcy does not de- 
prive a state court or agency such as the Nebraska 
Public Service Commission of jurisdiction in a pending 
action against the bankrupt. Neb. Public Service Com- 
mission v. Grand Island Mov. & Stor. Co., Inc. ......... 
A prayer for affirmative relief, such as damages, is a 
general appearance and waives any objection to juris- 
diction over the person. Peck v. Augustin Bros. Co. ... 
Where one of the parties to a marriage places property 
beyond the reach of the other party, and thus forestalls 
a division of the property, that action does not operate 
to deprive the District Court of jurisdiction to deter- 
mine an equitable division of those assets. Slama v. 
SAMBA cass Latent ee dee GS ncniea a lajeceateberw eb ba gee Cerentem dees 


Labor and Labor Relations. 


1. 


The Board of Regents of the University of Nebraska 
has primary authority for establishing its own sched- 
ules of wages, terms and conditions of employment, 
and hours of labor, but when an industrial dispute, as 
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defined by section 48-801 (7), R. R. S. 1943, arises, the 
Court of Industrial Relations may acquire jurisdiction 
for the limited purpose of resolving such dispute. Like- 
wise, the Court of Industrial Relations may acquire ju- 
risdiction for resolving an industrial dispute concerning 
the association or representation of persons in negotiat- 
ing, fixing, maintaining, changing, or seeking to ar- 
range terms or conditions of employment or refusal to 
discuss terms or conditions of employment. University 
Police Officers Union v. University of Nebraska ....... 4 
2. In the absence of specific statutory authority the Court 
of Industrial Relations is without jurisdiction to gen- 
erally find and declare unfair labor practices. Uni- 
versity Police Officers Union v. University of Nebraska 4 
3. The adoption of sections 48-801 to 48-838, R. R. S. 1943, 
was not intended to in any way remove the lawfpl re- 
sponsibility nor the proper prerogative of public em- 
ployers in the exercise of their recognized management 
rights or in the exercise of their lawful duties, except as 
may otherwise have been specifically entrusted to the 
Court of Industrial Relations in resolving industrial dis- 
putes as prescribed by the statutes. University Police 
Officers Union v. University of Nebraska .............. 4 
4. Public employees are generally not entitled to collec- 
tive bargaining in the sense that private industrial em- 
ployees are. University Police Officers Union v. Uni- 
versity. of Nebraska...6 e:icuiw.cereae ddan tad eie ood OS 4 
5. The Court of Industrial Relations has power and au- 
thority upon its own initiative to make temporary find- 
ings and orders as may be necessary to preserve and 
protect the status of the parties’ property and public in- 
terest involved pending final determination. That au- 
thority does not authorize the Court of Industrial Rela- 
tions to make findings with regard to unfair labor prac- 
tices or direct a public employer to take any more ac- 
tion than is necessary to preserve and protect the 
status of the parties’ property and public interest in- 
volved pending final determination of the issues. Uni- 
versity Police Officers Union v. University of Nebraska 4 
6. It shall be presumed, in the case of governmental sub- 
divisions, such as municipalities, counties, power dis- 
tricts, or utility districts with no previous history of col- 
lective bargaining, that units of employees of less than 
departmental size shall not be appropriate. University 
Police Officers Union v. University of Nebraska ....... 4 
7. The Court of Industrial Relations may acquire jurisdic- 
tion of an industrial dispute between the Board of Re- 
gents of the University of Nebraska and its employees 
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for the purpose of resolving the dispute. American 
Assn. of University Professors v. Board of Regents .... 
Under the facts in this case a bargaining unit consisting 
of employees holding academic rank and administra- 
tively assigned to the University of Nebraska-Omaha 
was appropriate. American Assn. of University Pro- 
fessors v. Board of Regents ............... sc eee eens 
Department chairmen are properly included in bar- 
gaining units of faculty employees where their powers 
are effectively diffused among the department faculty 
pursuant to the principle of collegiality. American 
Assn. of University Professors v. Board of Regents .... 
Matters which are predominately matters of education- 
al policy and management prerogative are not subject 
to mandatory negotiation, whereas conditions of em- 
ployment are. Metro. Tech. Com. Col. Ed. Assn. v. 
Metro. Tech. Com. Col. Area@ .......... cece eee eee 
A matter which is of fundamental, basic, or essential 
concern to an employee’s financial and personal con- 
cern may be considered as involving working condi- 
tions and is mandatorily bargainable even though there 
may be some minor influence on educational policy or 
management prerogative. Metro. Tech. Com. Col. Ed. 
Assn. v. Metro. Tech. Com. Col. Area ..............055 
Those matters which involve foundational value judg- 
ments, which strike at the very heart of the educational 
philosophy of the particular institution, are manage- 
ment prerogatives and are not a proper subject for ne- 
gotiation even though such decisions may have some 
impact on working conditions. Metro. Tech. Com. Col. 
Ed. Assn. v. Metro. Tech. Com. Col. Area ............. 


For purposes of determining the value of the property 
alleged to have been stolen, the value of money or prop- 
erty stolen by a series of acts from the same person 
may be aggregated. § 28-506, R. R. S. 1943. State v. 
MBS ie ccc eae sls nd hot G Soet ey slo luis BAR ey Mahle Bhacace yess 
For purposes of determining the value of the property 
alleged to have been stolen, the State may aggregate 
the value of property entrusted to the victim, as bailee, 
by another person and of property in which the victim 
has complete ownership. State v. Mays ............... 


Unless the lease stipulates that a lessor shall inspect the 


premises to ascertain the need of repair, a contract to 
keep the interior in safe condition subjects the lessor to 
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liability if, but only if, reasonable care is not exercised 
after the lessee has given notice of the need for repair. 
Reicheneker v. Seward ............ 00: ccc eeene renee 


Legislature. 


1. 


When the literal wording of a statute leads to an ab- 
surdity or to an illogical or unjust conclusion, the inten- 
tion of the Legislature, as gathered from the entire act, 
will prevail. School District of Murray v. Lancaster 
Article I, section 24, of the Nebraska Constitution, does 
not bar either the Legislature or this court from mak- 
ing reasonable rules and regulations governing review 
on appeal. Nebraska State Bank v. Dudley ........... 
The Legislature has complete power over the organiza- 
tion, function, and finances of school districts. State ex 
rel. Halloran v. Hawes ............. 0. cece ee eee eens 
The Legislature may make reasonable classifications 
of the objects of legislation for the purpose of legislat- 
ing with reference thereto. The power of classification 
rests with the Legislature and it will not be interfered 
with by the courts if real and substantial differences 
exist which afford a rational basis for classification. 
State ex rel. Halloran v. Hawes .............0.ceee cues 
It is competent for the Legislature to change statutes 
subject to the limitation that an action already barred 
may not be revived and that an action may not be un- 
reasonably cut off. The applicable statute of limita- 
tions is the one in force at the time the suit is brought. 
Grand Island School Dist. #2 v. Celotex Corp. .......... 
Prohibition by the Legislature of operation of racetrack 
messenger services bears a reasonable relationship to 
the legitimate State interest in the regulation of gam- 
bling. No constitutional provision renders such prohi- 
bition unlawful. § 2-1221, R. R. S. 1943. Pegasus of 
Omaha, Inc. v. State 0.0.0... .. cee eee eee eee 


Lesser-Included Offenses. 


1. 


If a defendant is accorded a preliminary hearing and 
thereafter an amended information is filed charging a 
crime that includes some of the elements of the original 
crime charged without the addition of any element ir- 
relevant to that original charge, no new preliminary 
hearing is required. State v. Forbes .................. 
Without a certified copy of the transcript of the evi- 
dence introduced at the preliminary hearing, and in the 
absence of a stipulation, no determination can be made 
in District Court that probable cause is established by 
an amended information, which on its face does not ap- 
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pear to be a lesser-included offense. State v. Forbes 
It is not error to refuse a jury instruction on a lesser- 
included offense unless, under a different but reason- 
able view, the evidence is sufficient to establish guilt of 
the lesser offense and also leave a reasonable doubt as 
to some particular element included in the greater of- 
fense but not the lesser. State v. Munn ............... 


Licenses and Permits. 


1. 


The order and decree of the county court as to the 
amount due from the guardian to his ward upon the 
final accounting and settlement of the guardian is final 
and conclusive upon the sureties on the guardian’s 
bond, both as to the bond entered into upon his appoint- 
ment or for any bond he may have been required to 
give under a license to sell his ward’s real estate. Feltz 
v. Universal Surety Co. 1.0... 2... ccc cece eee 
The Nebraska Liquor Control Commission is vested 
with discretion in the granting or denial of retail liquor 
licenses, but it may not act arbitrarily or unreasonably. 
Its discretion is to be exercised reasonably and not 
whimsically nor capriciously. Joe and Al’s IGA, Inc. 
v. Nebraska Liquor Control Commission .............. 
Ortman v. Nebraska Liquor Control Commission ...... 
In a proceeding to obtain a liquor license, a resolution 
of the governing body of a municipality recommending 
approval of the application, which fails to receive the 
required number of votes to pass, is ineffective to con- 
stitute any official action of that governing body, 
amounts to no recommendation at all, and does not fur- 
nish competent evidence upon which to base a denial of 
a liquor license application by the Nebraska Liquor 
Control Commission. Joe and Al’s IGA, Inc. v. Nebras- 
ka Liquor Control Commission .................00. eee 
Absence of need alone is not a sufficient reason to deny 
an otherwise proper application for a liquor license. 
Joe and Al's IGA, Inc. v: Nebraska Liquor Control 
COMMISSION: 2 ose ane ea See eee he eel were 
Ortman v. Nebraska Liquor Control Commission ...... 
Under section 60-1430, R. R. S. 1943, in the event of the 
sale or transfer of ownership of the franchisee’s dealer- 
ship by sale or transfer of the business, the franchisor 
shall give effect to such change in the franchise unless 
the transfer of the franchisee’s license under the act is 
denied or the new owner is unable to obtain a license. 
S & T Motors v. General Motors Corp. ................. 
Where, in the process of liquidating and terminating 
the business of an installment loan licensee, a legal and 
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Liens. 


10. 


valid installment loan obligation is assigned to a credi- 
tor of the licensee in satisfaction of an indebtedness of 
the licensee, the assignee acquires all the right, title, 
and interest of the licensee and may sue for, collect, 
and receive any lawful rate of interest provided for in 
the installment loan agreement although the assignee 
does not have a license to engage in the installment 
loan business. Bateman v. Liggett .................... 
Lawyers who are granted licenses to practice their pro- 
fession in this state thereby voluntarily assume certain 
obligations and duties as officers of the courts, and in 
the performance thereof they must conform to certain 
standards in relation to clients, to the courts, to the pro- 
fession, and to the public. State ex rel. Nebraska State 
Bar Assn. v. Dunker ............0 0. cc eee ee ce e eee ees 
The Nebraska Liquor Control Commission has broad 
discretion in determining whether applications for li- 
censes should be granted or denied and courts are with- 
out authority to interfere with that discretion unless it 
has been abused. Harrigfeld v. Nebraska Liquor Con- 
trol Commission ............ 0.0 cece ee eee cee ences 
Where the record of the proceedings before the Nebras- 
ka Liquor Control Commission contains no evidence to 
justify an order, the action must be held to be unrea- 
sonable and arbitrary. Harrigfeld v. Nebraska Liquor 
Control Commission .......... 0. ce cece cee cee eee 
The facts gathered and the evidence taken in this case 
are sufficient to establish that the order of the Nebras- 
ka Liquor Control Commission was not unreasonable or 
arbitrary. Harrigfeld v. Nebraska Liquor Control 
Commission: #23... .6:620s Soin ke Panes eee Sees 


When marshaling of assets is sought by a junior lien 
holder, equities are determined as of the time when 
such request is made. Omaha Nat. Bank v. Conti- 
nental Western Corp. ........... sce c cet en eee ee eeees 
When the holder of a first real estate mortgage upon 
property subsequently encumbered in separate parcels 
to junior lien holders seeks foreclosure, such first lien 
will be enforced against the entire security; junior lien 
holders will bear the burden of such first lien in propor- 
tion to the value of the parcels upon which they have 
claims; any surplus remaining after the satisfaction of 
the first lien should be apportioned among junior lien 
holders in proportion to the value of the parcels in 
which they have an interest. Omaha Nat. Bank v. Con- 
tinental Western Corp. ........ 0.0.6 cece cece eee eens 
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Where judgment is recovered against one who has 
agreed to sell land but made no deed nor received the 
whole of the purchase money, it is a lien on the ven- 
dor’s interest in the land. Monroe v. Lincoln City Em- 
ployees Credit Union ............... 0... e cece 


A cash seller of cattle may reclaim the cattle from the 
buyer where the buyer dishonors the draft drawn on the 
buyer by the seller pursuant to the understanding of the 
parties. Peck v. Augustin Bros. Co. .................5. 
A reclamation of cattle sold to a cash purchaser is not a 
voidable preference in bankruptcy. Peck v. Augustin 
Bros: COs Aen teeter Silad Be ace ed he Ay bls E asiagd daa 


Mandamus. 


1. 


To warrant the issue of mandamus against an officer to 
compel him to act, (1) the duty must be imposed upon 
him by law, (2) the duty must still exist at the time the 
writ is applied for, and (3) the duty to act must be 
clear. State ex rel. Halloran v. Hawes ................ 
Mandamus is available to enforce the performance of 
ministerial duties of a board of county commissioners 
but is not available if the duties are quasi-judicial or 
discretionary. Singleton v. Kimball County Board of 
Commissioners «5... $0: 6.0 id eee ceca Case eee seo ees 
To warrant the issuance of a writ of mandamus to com- 
pel official action: (1) The duty must be imposed 
upon the official by law, (2) the duty must still exist at 
the time the writ is applied for, and (3) the duty must 
be clear. Singleton v. Kimball County Board of Com- 
MUSSIONETS 0 /02.38.5 wale Reid Rie ee abs eae hers 
In a mandamus action, findings of fact by the trial 
court upon conflicting evidence will not be disturbed on 
appeal unless clearly wrong. Singleton v. Kimball 
County Board of Commissioners ...................05. 
Madamus will lie to compel an inferior court to hear 
and determine a cause, if within its jurisdiction and 
when properly brought into the court. Mandamus will 
not lie to coerce judicial discretion of an inferior court, 
nor to predetermine the character of the judgment that 
the court shall enter. State ex rel. Simpson v. Vondra- 
SOK, vtec detavcare Satin Spark co8 SNe Stains Oke eae mb eeye 8 ines joy See 
It is a general rule in this jurisdiction that mandamus 
will not issue to review the action of an inferior court 
where there is an adequate remedy at law, and the writ 
may not be used to usurp or take the place of a writ of 
error or an appeal. However, when the remedy, 
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though available, is inadequate, mandamus will lie. 
State ex rel. Simpson v. Vondrasek .................... 
Where a specific duty is provided for by statute, man- 
damus may be invoked to enforce it, if denied; and the 
party entitled to such relief will not be forced to pursue 
his remedy by circuitous and dilatory action. State ex 
rel, Simpson v. Vondrasek ................ 0. cee eeueeee 


Mechanic’s Liens. 


The provisions of section 52-103, R. 8. Supp., 1978, as to 


the making of an affidavit of the giving of notice of me- 
chanic’s lien to the landowner, are directory and not 
mandatory; irregularities in such affidavit will not ren- 
der the lien void and unenforceable. Sherwood v. 
TUCK OR: 222.5055, Se hidia Sees sable bee attiwt aan ne Pays esta amare A 


Mental Health. 


1. 


Under the provisions of section 43-209(5), R. R. S. 1943, 
parental rights may be terminated where parents are 
unable to discharge parental responsibilities because of 
mental illness or mental deficiency, and there are rea- 
sonable grounds to believe that such conditions will ex- 
ist for a prolonged, indeterminate period. State v. Nor- 
WO0E! aie assis a Cee ee aes ad tle Woe tae ee as 
Mental commitment proceedings are judicial in nature 
and the District Court must review the determination 
of the mental health board de novo on the record. Hill 
v. County Board of Mental Health ..................... 
This court will not interfere on appeal with a final order 
made by the District Court in a mental health commit- 
ment proceeding unless this court can say as a matter 
of law that it is not supported by clear and convincing 
proof. Hill v. County Board of Mental Health ......... 
An act within the meaning of the Nebraska Mental 
Health Commitment Act is “‘recent’’ if the time inter- 
val between it and the hearing of the mental health 
board is not greater than that which would indicate 
processing of the complaint was carried on with rea- 
sonable diligence under the circumstances existing, 
having due regard for the rights and welfare of the al- 
leged mentally ill dangerous person and the protection 
of society in general. Hill v. County Board of Mental 
Healthy te: ekg tcesn so measwints patie ae sae ule eealenn ws 
The existence of mental illness and the presence of a 
threat of violence cannot be examined in isolated 
vacuums of semantics under the Nebraska Mental 
Health Commitment Act. Although either standing 
alone may be insufficient to support a commitment, the 
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two considered together, under all the circumstances, 
may compel a finding that there is clear and convinc- 
ing proof that one is a mentally ill dangerous person. 
Jones v. County Board of Mental Health ............... 
As a general rule, spendthriftiness and improvidence, 
with nothing more, do not establish inability to provide 
for basic human needs, including food, clothing, shel- 
ter, essential medical care, or personal safety, within 
the meaning of the Nebraska Mental Health Commit- 
ment Act. Petersen v. County Board of Mental Health 
A final order of the District Court in a mental health 
commitment proceeding which is not supported by 
clear and convincing proof must be set aside on appeal. 
Petersen v. County Board of Mental Health ........... 


The writ of habeas corpus is not a corrective remedy 
and is not a substitute for appeal or proceedings in 
error. Thus, where the question of a child’s custody 
has been determined by a court of competent jurisdic- 
tion, that disposition will control and cannot be disre- 
garded in subsequent habeas corpus proceedings in- 
volving the same parties. Schleuter v. McCuiston ..... 
The writ of habeas corpus is a proper remedy where a 
person entitled to custody of a child has been deprived 
of that custody by reason of a void judgment. Schleut- 
er V.. McCuiston: v.05 ec. cea als Pea eee ee a Rbeda es 
Section 43-201, R. S. Supp., 1976, which states that noth- 
ing in the Juvenile Court Act shall operate to deprive 
the District Courts of their chancery jurisdiction, does 
not limit the county court’s jurisdiction to determine 
the custody of a minor child whose custody was subject 
to a preexisting District Court order where the county 
court’s jurisdiction was invoked by the county attorney 
acting to protect the child pursuant to section 43-205, R. 
S. Supp., 1978. Schleuter v. McCuiston ................ 
The owner of a motor vehicle who entrusts it to an un- 
derage minor is liable to an injured guest only if the op- 
erator of the motor vehicle is guilty of gross negli- 
gence. Wagner v. Mines ...................0--2 cee ees 
An action seeking modification of custody or possession 
rights over minor children is a proceeding ancillary to 
the original divorce, and the District Court retains au- 
thority to exercise discretion in the granting of attor- 
ney’s fees. Nimmerv. Nimmer ....................+- 
Sections 43-202 and 43-209, R. S. Supp., 1978, which, re- 
spectively, defined parental responsibilities and pre- 
scribe the conditions under which parental rights may 
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10. 


11. 


12. 


be terminated, are sufficiently definite and are not void 
for vagueness. The constitutional requirement that 
statutory language must be reasonably certain or be 


‘held void for vagueness is satisfied by the use of 


ordinary terms which find adequate interpretation in 
common usage and understanding; the due process 
clause requires that the law give sufficient warning of 
conduct which is forbidden but it does not require a pre- 
cise checklist of parental responsibilities and pro- 
hibited behavior. State v. Metteer .................... 
Section 43-209, R. S. Supp., 1978, is not void because it 
allows the judge to consider the circumstances of indi- 
vidual cases in determining whether to terminate pa- 
rental rights. State v. Metteer ................... ae 
The State has a compelling interest in protecting minor 
children from abuse and neglect, and that interest may 
be implemented by statutes such as sections 43-202 and 
43-209, R. S. Supp., 1978. State v. Metteer ............. 
A decree fixing custody of minor children will not be 
modified unless there has been a change of circum- 
stances, indicating that the person having custody is 
unfit for that purpose, or that the best interests of the 
children require such action. Duffv. Duff ............ 
In determining the question of who should have the 
care and custody of minor children upon the dissolution 
of a marriage, the paramount consideration is the best 
interests and welfare of the children. Duffv. Duff .... 
In any custody determination, the discretion of the trial 
court in such a situation is necessarily subjective and 
must be founded to a significant extent upon its obser- 
vation of the parties and the review of all the minute 
details that affect the general welfare and the best in- 
terests of the children. It also must necessarily be 
prospective in nature. Duff v. Duff ................... 
A custody order of the trial court will not ordinarily be 
disturbed unless there is a clear abuse of discretion or 
it is clearly against the weight of the evidence. Duff v. 
Dutt! ina Bee ae ls Sao edaae ced Sorat na wees’ 


Miranda Rights. ‘ 


1. 


The general rule applicable to custodial interrogations 
by the police is that if the individual indicates in any 
manner, at any time prior to or during the questioning, 
that he wishes to remain silent, the interrogation must 
cease. If the individual states that he wants an attor- 
ney, the interrogation must cease until an attorney is 
present. State v. Weinacht ................. cc eee 
“Interrogation”? occurs when the subject is placed un- 
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der a compulsion to speak. State v. Weinacht ......... 


Where during a custodial interrogation the individual . 


being questioned indicates he does not wish to talk 
without the presence of an attorney, and the officer, 
seeking only clarification of the individual’s intention 
not to talk, asks an additional question for that purpose, 
and the individual then answers the questioning officer 
by agreeing to talk, his answer constitutes an explicit, 
clear, and unequivocal waiver of his prior request for 
assistance of counsel. State v. Weinacht .............. 


motion to declare a mistrial is addressed to the sound 
discretion of the trial court, and its ruling will not be 
disturbed on appeal in the absence of a showing of an 
abuse of discretion. Reicheneker v. Seward .......... 


A court has jurisdiction and power to include, within a 
decree of foreclosure of a real estate mortgage, provi- 
sions for the disposition of the proceeds of the sale of 
the property. Omaha Nat. Bank v. Continental West- 
5 9 ©.0) 6 Pn eee Ce 
When the holder of a first real estate mortgage upon 
property subsequently encumbered in separate parcels 
to junior lien holders seeks foreclosure, such first lien 
will be enforced against the entire security; junior 
lien holders will bear the burden of such first lien in 
proportion to the value of the parcels upon which they 
have claims; any surplus remaining after the satisfac- 
tion of the first lien should be apportioned among junior 
lien holders in proportion to the value of the parcels in 
which they have an interest. Omaha Nat. Bank v. Con- 
tinental Western Corp. ............. 66. c cece eee eens 
Where the mortgagee has made an assignment of the 
mortgage, and the assignee has not reassigned or rede- 
livered it to the mortgagee at the time a foreclosure ac- 
tion is commenced by the mortgagee, the mortgagee is 
not the real party in interest to bring the action. 
Redding v. Gibbs ........ 0... ccc cece eee e eee 
A court of equity has the power to relieve a mortgagor 
from the effect of an operative acceleration clause 
when the default of the mortgagor is the result of some 
unconscionable or inequitable conduct of the mort- 
gagee. Redding v. Gibbs ................ cee eee ees 
Equity will grant relief to prevent an acceleration of a 
mortgage debt predicated on an inadvertent default 
where there are indications that the mortgagee had 
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knowledge of the default and, subsequent to the expira- 
tion of the grace period, in personal dealings with the 
mortgagor failed to inquire about the delayed payment 
but immediately thereafter brought an action to fore- 
close. Redding v. Gibbs .................... 00000020 ee 
When an advantage is unconscionable depends on the 
circumstances. The gravity of the fault must be com- 
pared with the gravity of the hardship. ‘‘Unconscion- 
able’? conduct means conduct that is monstrously 
harsh, that is shocking to the conscience. Redding v. 
GIDDS Ate tacdhaa dead ees Lela UaeeeG a eee ad 


Motions, Rules, and Orders. 


1. 


A motion for leave to file an amended answer, par- 
ticularly after the matter is submitted, is addressed to 
the sound discretion of the trial court. Miller v. West- 
wood Homes, Inc. .............. 0c cect eens 
When the evidence is conflicting regarding a motion for 
the suppression of evidence the decision upon the mo- 
tion is for the court and will not be reversed on appeal 
in the absence of an abuse of discretion. State v. Wein- 
CME ili cia ectgetelo ng yong OSA R DSA OO Ne Oe Oh 4 Egle, Gate 
A motion for new trial filed after the trial court has an- 
nounced its decision, but before a judgment has been 
rendered or entered, is effective and does not constitute 
a nullity if the record shows that the motion for new 
trial relates to the decision which has been announced 
by the trial court and the record shows that a judgment 
was subsequently rendered or entered in accordance 
with the decision which was announced and to which 
the motion for new trial relates. Pfeiffer v. Pfeiffer 
When the evidence viewed most favorably for plaintiff 
fails to disclose the existence of gross negligence, the 
trial court is obligated to sustain a motion to direct a 
verdict for the defendant. Wagner v. Mines ........... 
A motion for a directed verdict is treated as an admis- 
sion of the truth of all material and relevant evidence 
submitted on behalf of the party against whom the mo- 
tion is directed. Schwartz v. Selvage ................. 
For the purpose of evaluating a motion for a directed 
verdict or a dismissal of a cause of action, all doubt 
must be resolved in favor of the party against whom 
the verdict or dismissal is urged. The truth of all evi- 
dence he has submitted must be assumed and he must 
be given the benefit of all inferences therefrom. The 
question must be whether, in view of these assump- 
tions, the jury could properly bring in a verdict in his 
favor. Jones v. Foutch .................. ccc eee eee 


945 


727 


727 


29 


124 


137 


143 


158 


946 


7. 


10. 


11. 


12. 


13. 


INDEX [VoL. 203 


A motion for a directed verdict is an absolute pre- 
requisite to a motion for judgment notwithstanding the 
verdict. Lockhart v. Continental Cheese, Inc. ......... 
A party aggrieved by a verdict may move for a new 
trial upon the grounds that the verdict is ‘‘not sustained 
by sufficient evidence, or is contrary to law’’ as pro- 
vided in section 25-1142, R. R. S. 1943, and the trial 
court has the power and authority to grant a new trial 
where such legal cause or reason therefor appears in 
the record and timely appropriate motions for a new 
trial have been filed, notwithstanding the fact that no 
preliminary motion for a directed verdict has been 
made. Lockhart v. Continental Cheese, Inc. .......... 
A motion to vacate or modify which is filed within the 
time limitation contemplated by section 30-2437, R. R. 
S. 1943, is similar in nature to a motion for a new trial 
in District Court, and the overruling of such motion is a 
final order itself which extends the 30-day appeal time 
from the entry of the original order complained of to 
the date upon which the motion to vacate or modify is 
overruled. DeVries v. Rix .......... 00... cece e ee eens 
An appeal from an order nunc pro tunc is limited to 
whether that order was properly made and does not af- 
ford appellant the right to appeal from the decree to 
which the order is directed. White v. White ........... 
The proper function of an order nunc pro tunc is to cor- 
rect the record which has been made so it will truly re- 
flect the action really had. The order must conform to 
and be no broader in its terms than the judgment or de- 
cree actually rendered. White v. White ............... 
A motion for judgment notwithstanding the verdict 
must be treated as an admission of the truth of all ma- 
terial and relevant evidence submitted on behalf of the 
party against whom the motion is directed. Such party 
is entitled to have every controverted fact resolved in 
his favor and to have the benefit of every inference 
which can reasonably be deduced from the evidence. 
Davidson v. Simmons ............ 00.0. eee eee eens 
A motion for mistrial is inappropriate when it relates to 
rulings of the court on the admissibility of evidence and 
only the underlying assignment of error relating to the 
challenged admission of evidence will be considered on 
appeal by this court. Knieschev. Thos ............... 


Motor Carriers. 


1. 


Under the provisions of section 75-315, R. R. S. 1943, the 
Nebraska Public Service Commission may, upon com- 
plaint or on the Commission’s own initiative after no- 
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tice and hearing, suspend, revoke, or change a certifi- 
cate of a common carrier for willful failure to comply 
with any of the provisions of sections 75-101 to 75-801, R. 
R. 8. 1943. Neb. Public Service Commission v. Grand 
Island Mov. & Stor. Co., Inc. .......... 0.0... cece eee ees 
The term ‘‘willful failure,’ as used in the statute giving 
the Nebraska Public Service Commission jurisdiction 
and authority to suspend, change, or revoke a certifi- 
cate of public convenience and necessity for failure to 
comply with the provisions of the Motor Carrier Act, is 
such behavior through acts of commission or omission 
which justifies a belief that there was an intent entered 
into and characterizing the failure complained of. A 
failure through oversight to file the annual report re- 
quired by section 75-116, R. R. S. 1943, would not justify 
the revocation of an authority. Neb. Public Service 
Commission v. Grand Island Mov. & Stor. Co., Inc. .... 
An act or failure to act within the provisions of section 
75-315, R. R. S. 1943, may be willful within the meaning 
of the statute even though a decision to cease opera- 
tions under the certificate may be the consequence of 
circumstances over which the carrier may have no ab- 
solute control such as financial failure. Neb. Public 
Service Commission v. Grand Island Mov. & Stor. Co., 
INO hscicd ein Hen, be Arak erties We RAAT NG ne FGA eed Lace Alas 
A trustee in bankruptcy, receiver, custodian in posses- 
sion under a bankruptcy arrangement, etc., of a car- 
rier, has the rights in the certificate of convenience and 
necessity of the carrier which are provided by section 
75-322, R. R. S. 1943, and these rights must be respected 
by the Nebraska Public Service Commission. Neb. 
Public Service Commission v. Grand Island Mov. & 
Stor. Co. Ine: chien ee ee awe ek Us ei eae oad 


Motor Vehicles. 


1. 


The owner of a motor vehicle who entrusts it to an un- 
derage minor is liable to an injured guest only if the op- 
erator of the motor vehicle is guilty of gross negli- 
gence. Wagner v. Mines ..................... esau 
Gross negligence within the meaning of the Nebraska 
guest statute means gross and excessive negligence or 
negligence in a very high degree; the absence of slight 
care in the performance of duty; an entire failure to 
exercise care; or the exercise of so slight a degree of 
care as to justify the belief that there was an indif- 
ference to the safety of others. Wagner v. Mines ...... 
The Motor Vehicle Industry Licensing Act regulates 
and restricts the termination of dealer franchises and 
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creates rights in franchisees which would not exist in- 
dependent of the statute. S & T Motors v. General Mo- 
tors: COrDps tiseiesa hese cag tiie edna ete ewer coed 
Under section 60-1429(2), R. R. S. 1943, change of own- 
ership of a franchisee’s dealership is not good cause for 
termination of the franchise unless the franchisor 
proves that the change of ownership will be substan- 
tially detrimental to the distribution of franchisor’s mo- 
tor vehicle in the community. S & T Motors v. General 
Motors Corp. cc-cisbis abana Andes coke Vee haa oe ad 
Under section 60-1430, R. R. S. 1943, in the event of the 
sale or transfer of ownership of the franchisee’s dealer- 
ship by sale or transfer of the business, the franchisor 
shall give effect to such change in the franchise unless 
the transfer of the franchisee’s license under the act is 
denied or the new owner is unable to obtain a license. 
S & T Motors v. General Motors Corp. ................. 
The essential concept involved in the term dealership, 
as used in the Motor Vehicle Industry Licensing Act, is 
the ‘‘business’’ of the dealer. S & T Motors v. General 
Motors Corps as... 8) cts vanes temmnss opetnte wed adage vente 
The real estate on which the business is operated is not 
necessarily an integral part-of a dealership. S & T 
Motors v. General Motors Corp. ..............-..00000- 
The term ‘‘motor vehicle”’ as used in section 60-1429(2), 
R. R. S. 1943, refers to the motor vehicles covered by 
the franchise and does not refer to all of the motor ve- 
hicles which a franchisor may distribute through vari- 
ous divisions and separate franchises. S & T Motors v. 
General Motors Corp. ........... 0.00. c eee e eee eens 
A guest to recover damages from his host for injury re- 
ceived by the guest while riding in a motor vehicle op- 
erated by the host must prove by the greater weight of 
the evidence in the case the gross negligence of the host 
relied upon by the guest and that it was the proximate 
cause of the accident and injury. Jones v. Foutch ..... 
Significant in the determination of gross negligence is 
the presence or imminence of danger that is visible to, 
known by, or made known to a driver, together with 
persistence in negligence, heedless of the conse- 
quences. Jones v. Foutch ..............--.. 0... eee 
Excessive speed of a vehicle does not necessarily es- 
tablish gross negligence, although it is a factor to be 
considered. Jones v. Foutch .................... 00 ee 
A motorist who sees anything upon a highway at night 
which is abnormal and in itself a warning and takes no 
precaution by way of reducing speed, or otherwise, is 
guilty, as a matter of law, of more than slight negli- 
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13. 


14. 


15. 


16. 
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18. 


gence which will bar his recovery for damage contrib- 
uted to by his lack of care. Hyde v. Cleveland ........ 
As a general rule, it is negligence as a matter of law for 
a motorist to drive an automobile so fast on a highway 
at night that he cannot stop in time to avoid a collision 
within the area lighted by his headlights. Hyde v. 
Cleveland: jci5cbeice bac einase nid taal acted gravalal ¢ Sees we atta vat, steers a 
A traveler on a highway, when approaching a railroad 
crossing, has a duty to look and listen for the approach 
of trains. He must look, where by looking he could see, 
and listen, where by listening he could hear, and if he 
fails without a reasonable excuse to exercise such pre- 
cautions, then he is guilty of contributory negligence 
more than slight, as a matter of law, and no recovery 
can be had for damages resulting from a collision with 
a passing train. Thomas v. Burlington Northern R.R., 
TG e wets oleh al cebevikens sate Ue kleg GAE Me a Aten eared 
All persons using a railroad crossing are required to 
exercise a degree of caution that is commensurate with 
the danger. Thomas v. Burlington Northern R.R., Inc. 
The classification of a vehicle as a truck-tractor under 
section 39-602, R. S. Supp., 1978, is not changed by the 
addition of a box to the vehicle if the design and pri- 
mary use of the vehicle is to draw other vehicles, and 
any load carried by the truck-tractor, other than a part 
of the weight of the vehicle and the load so drawn, is 
merely incidental to its primary use. State v. Speicher 
ANG Herrick: ave ce Merete meade ase edhe Bats ae arava: Metall oes Se 
Except where there is at least articulable and reason- 
able suspicion that a motorist is unlicensed or that an 
automobile is not registered, or that either the vehicle 
or an occupant is otherwise subject to seizure for a vio- 
lation of law, stopping an automobile and detaining the 
driver in order to check his driver’s license and the 
registration of the automobile are unreasonable under 
the Fourth Amendment to the Constitution of the United 
States. State v. Kretchmar ........................0.. 
A state may develop acceptable methods for spot 
checking the validity of motor vehicle registrations and 
operators’ licenses that involve little intrusion or do not 
involve the unconstrained exercise of discretion. Ques- 
tioning of all oncoming traffic at roadblock-type stops 
is one acceptable alternative. State v. Kretchmar .... 


Municipal Corporations. 


1. 


The taking of substandard or blighted areas by a city 
for redevelopment and resale in accordance with an ap- 
preved redevelopment plan which is in conformity with 
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a general plan for the municipality as a whole, all as 
provided for in the Nebraska Community Development 
Law, section 18-2101 et seq., R. R. S. 1943, is a proper 
public use for a municipality. Monarch Chemical 
Works, Inc. v. City of Omaha ...................- cece 
The acquisition of property whether by voluntary 
methods or by eminent domain to carry out a redevel- 
opment plan must be provided for in and be in ac- 
cordance with such plan. Monarch Chemical Works, 
Inc. v. City of Omaha ........... 0... cece cee 
In a proceeding to obtain a liquor license, a resolution 
of the governing body of a municipality recommending 
approval of the application, which fails to receive the 
required number of votes to pass, is ineffective to con- 
stitute any official action of that governing body, 
amounts to no recommendation at all, and does not fur- 
nish competent evidence upon which to base a denial of 
a liquor license application by the Nebraska Liquor 
Control Commission. Joe and Al’s IGA, Inc. v. Ne- 
braska Liquor Control Commission ...................5 
Under sections 14-101, 14-102, and 14-102.01, R. R. S. 
1943, the city of Omaha is given power by the State of 
Nebraska to enact ordinances relating to the safety and 
security of its citizens, and to impose fines, forfeitures, 
penalties, and imprisonment for the violation thereof. 
State'v: BelitzZ) e.ecas cere cou dae dauaduen cen pla eaes 
Section 25.11.010 of the Omaha municipal code, estab- 
lishing the misdemeanor offense of ‘‘Assault; Battery”’ 
is a proper and valid exercise of the power granted to 
the city under its home rule charter to establish or- 
dinances for the safety and security of the city and the 
citizens thereof. State v. Belitz ................ cece 
Section 25.11.010, of the Omaha municipal code, and 
sections 28-408.01 to 28-408.05, R. R. S. 1943, the sexual 
assault felony statutes, define and constitute separate 
and distinct offenses under the law, notwithstanding 
they may encompass elements in common. State v. 
) 1-95 | 0 eee 
Section 29-615, R. R. S. 1943, does not mandate that a 
municipal judge, engaged in the trial of an offense 
charged under section 25.11.010 of the Omaha mu- 
nicipal code, must immediately stop further proceed- 
ings and act as an examining magistrate to deter- 
mine if the defendant must be charged under the sexual 
assault statutes of the state. State v. Belitz ........... 
There is no constitutional requirement that property 
owners be given notice of the creation of an improve- 
ment district although creation of the district may fore- 
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close any opportunity of the property owners to protest 

the making of the improvement. First Assembly of 

God Church v. City of Scottsbluff ...................... 452 
9. The constitutional requirement is that there be notice 

to the property owners of a special assessment and an 

opportunity to contest its validity and amount before 

the assessment becomes a charge on the property. 

First Assembly of God Church v. City of Scottsbluff ... 452 
10. Section 16-667, R. R. S. 1943, as it existed in 1975, au- 

thorized a city of the first class to create a water dis- 

trict to extend water service within the city limits with- 

out giving notice of the creation of the district to prop- 

erty owners affected. First Assembly of God Church v. 

City of Scottsbluff ........ 00... c eee cece eee eens 452 
11. Validity of special assessment for street improvement 

was properly challenged by petition in error timely 

filed after appearance before city council sitting as 

board of equalization. Turner v. City of North Platte 706 
12. The authorization for special assessment for street im- 

provements found at sections 18-2001 to 18-2003, R. R. S. 

1943, does not extend to a street section already paved. 

Turner v. City of North Platte .....................0 0 ee 706 
13. The legislative power and authority delegated to a city 

to construct local improvements and levy assessments 

for payments thereof is to be strictly construed and 

every reasonable doubt as to the extent or limitation of 

such power and authority is resolved against the city 

and in favor of the taxpayer. Turner v. City of North 

Platte: «554 ie cei sied wnhoadaus tive Soe ewe ates eb oe aegn ees 706 
14, Where special assessments against property to pay the 

costs of paving are void, knowledge of the proceedings 

and of the construction of the improvement will not 

estop the owner from avoiding liability therefor, and 

they cannot be enforced solely on the ground of the 

benefits of the improvements to the owners of abutting 

lots or lands. Turner v. City of North Platte .......... 706 


Negligence. 

1. An excavating owner is liable, irrespective of negli- 
gence, for damages caused by depriving adjoining 
land, in its natural state, of lateral support even if an 
independent contractor performed the work, if the 
damage was a necessary consequence of the excava- 
tion. Crnkovich v. Scaletta ................... 02a 22 

2. Where a trespass is committed by an independent con- 
tractor, the other party to the contract is not liable for 
the trespass unless such other party controls the work 
or authorizes the specific act. Crnkovich v. Scaletta .. 22 
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Unless the lease stipulates that a lessor shall inspect 
the premises to ascertain the need of repair, a contract 
to keep the interior in safe condition subjects the lessor 
to HMability if, but only if, reasonable care is not exer- 
cised after the lessee has given notice of the need for 
repair. Reicheneker v. Seward ................000000- 
The owner of a motor vehicle who entrusts it to an un- 
derage minor is liable to an injured guest only if the 
operator of the motor vehicle is guilty of gross negli- 
gence. Wagner v. Mines .................. eee e eee e eens 
Gross negligence within the meaning of the Nebraska 
guest statute means gross and excessive negligence or 
negligence in a very high degree; the absence of slight 
care in the performance of duty; an entire failure to ex- 
ercise care; or the exercise of so slight a degree of care 
as to justify the belief that there was an indifference to 
the safety of others. Wagner v. Mines ................ 
When the evidence viewed most favorably for plaintiff 
fails to disclose the existence of gross negligence, the 
trial court is obligated to sustain a motion to direct a 
verdict for the defendant. Wagner v. Mines ........... 
Negligence is never presumed but must be proved by a 
preponderance of the evidence. The fact that an in- 
vitee falls upon the steps leading from the exit of a 
building to the sidewalk below does not raise any pre- 
sumption of negligence on the part of its owner. 
Schwartz v. Selvage ............ cee ccc eee teens 
There is no liability on the part of an invitor-owner to 
protect a business invitee against hazards which are 
known to the business invitee and are so apparent that 
he may reasonably be expected to discover them and 
be able to protect himself. Schwartz v. Selvage ....... 
If the invitee has knowledge of the conditions and cir- 
cumstances in advance, or should have knowledge 
comparable to that of the invitor, then it may not be 
said that the invitor is guilty of actionable negligence. 
Schwartz v. Selvage ............ cece cece cece teens 
A person who is capable of understanding and discre- 
tion and who fails to exercise ordinary care and 
prudence to avoid defects and dangers which are open 
and obvious is negligent or contributorily negligent. 
Schwartz v. Selvage ............. cece eee cee eee 
A mail carrier is treated as a business visitor or in- 
vitee, to whom the premises owner owes a duty of exer- 
cising reasonable care to keep the premises reasonably 
safe for their contemplated use or to give adequate 
warning of dangers of which the owner knew or should 
have known, and which were not reasonably apparent 
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to the invitee. Schwartz v. Selvage ................... 
In determining the question of whether the evidence is 
sufficient to submit the issues of negligence and con- 
tributory negligence to the jury, a party is entitled to 
have all conflicts in the evidence resolved in her favor 
and the benefit of every reasonable inference that may 
be deduced from the evidence, and if reasonable minds 
might draw different conclusions from a set of facts 
thus resolved in favor of a party, the issues of neg- 
ligence and contributory negligence are for the jury. 
Swiler v. Baker’s Super Market, Inc. .................. 
Negligence is a question of fact and may be proven by 
circumstantial evidence and physical facts. However, 
the law requires that the facts and circumstances 
proved, together with the inferences that may properly 
be drawn therefrom, indicate with a reasonable cer- 
tainty the negligent act charged. Swiler v. Baker’s 
Super Market, Inc. .......... 0.02 cece eee nes 
Upon the issue of negligence or contributory negli- 
gence, evidence of the ordinary practice or of the uni- 
form custom, if any, of persons in the performance un- 
der similar circumstances of acts like those which are 
alleged to have been done negligently is generally com- 
petent evidence. Swiler v. Baker’s Super Market, Inc. 
A guest to recover damages from his host for injury re- 
ceived by the guest while riding in a motor vehicle op- 
erated by the host must prove by the greater weight of 
the evidence in the case the gross negligence of the host 
relied upon by the guest and that it was the proximate 
cause of the accident and injury. Jones v. Foutch..... 
Gross negligence means great and excessive negli- 
gence; that is, negligence in a very high degree. It in- 
dicates the absence of slight care in the performance of 
aduty. Jonesv. Foutch ........... cece cece eee eee 
Significant in the determination of gross negligence is 
the presence or imminence of danger that is visible to, 
known by, or made known to a driver, together with 
persistence in negligence, heedless of the conse- 
quences. JoneSv. Foutch .......... 0. ce cece cece eee 
Whether gross negligence exists must be ascertained 
from the facts and circumstances of each particular 
case and not from any fixed definition or rule. In case 
of doubt or where reasonable minds might differ the 
evidence must be resolved in favor of the existence of 
gross negligence, in which case it is a question for the 
jury. Jonesv.Foutch .............. cece eee cece eee es 
Excessive speed of a vehicle does not necessarily es- 
tablish gross negligence, although it is a factor to be 
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considered. Jones v. Foutch .....................0045- 
Although any one of several acts of negligence proxi- 
mately causing an accident might not, standing alone, 
constitute gross negligence, no one act should be sepa- 
rated from the whole of the acts and held to be the in- 
dependent cause of the accident. The several acts are 
to be considered as a whole to determine whether or not 
gross negligence has been established. Jones v. 
Pout is espn eaiet ns woes 5 as pad ease pemak od aac orn ale bbe 
A motorist who sees anything upon a highway at night 
which is abnormal and in itself a warning and takes no 
precaution by way of reducing speed, or otherwise, is 
guilty, as a matter of law, of more than slight negli- 
gence which will bar his recovery for damage contrib- 
uted to by his lack of care. Hyde v. Cleveland ........ 
AS a general rule, it is negligence as a matter of law for 
a motorist to drive an automobile so fast on a highway 
at night that he cannot stop in time to avoid a collision 
within the area lighted by his headlights. Hyde v. 
Cleveland): 3.0. 245 4 iat os sa ee edt Chesed etias 
A traveler on a highway, when approaching a railroad 
crossing, has a duty to look and listen for the approach 
of trains. He must look, where by looking he could see, 
and listen, where by listening he could hear, and if he 
fails without a reasonable excuse to exercise such pre- 
cautions, then he is guilty of contributory negligence 
more than slight, as a matter of law, and no recovery 
can be had for damages resulting from a collision with 
a passing train. Thomas v. Burlington Northern R.R., 
ING eg eee ee Ee en heed abil ele whee eels 
All persons using a railroad crossing are required to 
exercise a degree of caution that is commensurate with 
the danger. Thomas v. Burlington Northern R.R., Inc. 
The common law doctrine of interspousal tort im- 
munity pronounced in Emerson v. Western Seed & Irri- 
gation Co., 116 Neb. 180, 216 N. W. 2987 (1927), is 
abrogated. Imigv. March ...........-......eeeeeeeeee 
The personal representative of a decedent may main- 
tain a wrongful death action based on the alleged neg- 
ligence of decedent’s spouse. Imig v. March .......... 
An injury is ‘‘expected or intended” from the stand- 
point of the insured if a reason for an insured’s act is to 
inflict bodily injury or if the character of the act is such 
that an intention to inflict an injury can be inferred asa 
matter oflaw. Jones v. Norval ..................00065 
An action grounded in tort must be commenced within 
4 years of accrual of the cause of action. § 25-207 (3), 
R. R. S. 1943. Grand Island School Dist. #2 v. Celotex 
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New Trial. 


The fireman’s rule negates liability to firemen by one 
whose negligence causes or contributes to a fire which 
in turn causes injury or death of a fireman. Buchanan 
v. Prickett & Son, Inc. 2.0.0... cee eee 
The rescue doctrine contemplates a voluntary act by 
one who, in an emergency and prompted by spontane- 
ous human motives to save human life, attempts a res- 
cue which he had no duty to attempt by virtue of the 
legal obligation or duty fastened on him by his employ- 
ment. It is not contributory negligence for a volunteer 
to expose himself to danger in a reasonable effort to 
save a third person or the property of a third person 
from harm. The extent of the risk which the volunteer 
is justified in assuming under the circumstances in- 
creases in proportion to the imminence of the danger 
and the value of the advantage to be realized from 
meeting the danger and attempting to remove or 


684 


eliminate the hazard, i.e., the less the danger to the - 


third party, the less risk the volunteer is justified in 
taking. Buchanan v. Prickett & Son, Inc. ............. 
The underlying basis of the fireman’s rule is that the 
ordinary risks which a fireman encounters in the per- 
formance of his duty in fighting fires and protecting life 
and property are those which he has assumed a duty to 
perform and to which he has assumed the risk in a 
“primary’”’ sense; that is, the risk is one which the fire- 
man has engaged to encounter by virtue of his employ- 
ment and one which it is his duty to perform and thus 
the person who negligently caused the fire has not 
breached a duty owed the fireman. In the absence of 
any statute or ordinance prescribing a duty on the part 
of the owner or possessor of the property to members of 
a public fire department, the owner is not liable for 
such injuries to firemen except those proximately re- 
sulting from willful or wanton negligence or a designed 
injury, except in certain cases where there may be the 
duty to warn of hidden danger or peril known to the 
owner or occupant but unknown to or unobservable by 
the fireman in the exercise of ordinary care. Bu- 
chanan v. Prickett & Son, Inc. ....................0008. 


A motion for new trial filed after the trial court has an- 
nounced its decision, but before a judgment has been 
rendered or entered, is effective and does not constitute 
a nullity if the record shows that the motion for new 
trial relates to the decision which has been announced 
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by the trial court and the record shows that a judgment 
was subsequently rendered or entered in accordance 
with the decision which was announced and to which 
the motion for new trial relates. Pfeiffer v. Pfeiffer 
A party aggrieved by a verdict may move for a new 
trial upon the grounds that the verdict is ‘‘not sustained 
by sufficient evidence, or is contrary to law’’ as pro- 
vided in section 25-1142, R. R. S. 1943, and the trial 
court has the power and authority to grant a new trial 
where such legal cause or reason therefor appears in 
the record and timely appropriate motions for a new 
trial have been filed, notwithstanding the fact that no 
preliminary motion for a directed verdict has been 
made. Lockhart v. Continental Cheese, Inc. .......... 
A trial court has always had inherent power over its 
judgments to correct errors and mistakes therein, even 
to the extent of granting a new trial whether requested 
or not, as long as such action is taken within the same 
term of court at which the judgment was entered. 
DeVries V3, Rix 5 oss Pe bee Se Mone ee AS Hee CS 
In a post conviction proceeding where the evidence es- 
tablishes a denial or infringement of the right to coun- 
sel which occurred only at the appeal stage of the 


former criminal proceedings, the District Court has ju- - 


risdiction and power to grant a new direct appeal with- 
out granting a new trial or setting aside the original 
conviction and sentence. State v. Chipps .............. 
An actual offer of evidence upon an issue is not neces- 
sary in order to preserve the question for review if the 
trial court has theretofore ruled that no proof upon that 
issue would be received in any event, and the alleged 
error in doing so has been appropriately preserved by 
motion for new trial or otherwise. Quinlan v. City of 
Oma a. (3 .cics 5 eELe acto nan naieeweestaa dee tse a he Rio aee eres so 
During the same term of court a trial court has in- 
herent power, over its judgments and orders, to correct 
errors and mistakes appearing of record, even to the 
extent of granting a new trial. Quinlan v. City of 
OMAN: ih 6 icsla die ire Lbs e Sele snus oe Raley Pea ae Lathe es 
A confusing situation prejudicial to a party’s rights 
which has been created by the trial court is sufficient 
ground to support its granting of a new trial. Quinlan 
Vi City Of Omang: iv oi55ce seis ato geete alee ace ee ue eran neue 


Under the Uniform Commercial Code rejection of 
goods must be within a reasonable time after their de- 
livery or tender. It is ineffective unless the buyer sea- 
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Options. 


sonably notifies the seller. Fabricators, Inc. v. Farm- 
ers. Wlevator). ING. icctsaalew ch hale tds ob Ch Moiewwin ss BS nea 
Under the provisions of section 75-315, R. R. S. 1943, the 
Nebraska Public Service Commission may, upon com- 
plaint or on the Commission’s own initiative after no- 
tice and hearing, suspend, revoke, or change a certifi- 
cate of a common carrier for willful failure to comply 
with any of the provisions of section 75-101 to 75-801, R. 
R. 8. 1943. Neb. Public Service Commission v. Grand 
Island Mov. & Stor. Co., Inc. ......... cece eee nee 
Public hearings, and notice thereof, are a prerequisite 
to an order changing valuations by the State Board of 
Equalization and Assessment. While an appearance 
might properly be made in some manner other than 
personal appearance, it must be made within the time 
limits legally set by the State Board. DeCamp v. State 
Board of Equalization and Assessment ................ 
There is no constitutional requirement that property 
owners be given notice of the creation of an improve- 
ment district although creation of the district may fore- 
close any opportunity of the property owners to protest 
the making of the improvement. First Assembly of 
God Church v. City of Scottsbluff .....................5 
The constitutional requirement is that there be notice 
to the property owners of a special assessment and an 
opportunity to contest its validity and amount before 
the assessment becomes a charge on the property. 
First Assembly of God Church v. City of Scottsbluff 

Section 16-667, R. R. S. 1943, as it existed in 1975, au- 
thorized a city of the first class to create a water dis- 
trict to extend water service within the city limits with- 
out giving notice of the creation of the district to prop- 
erty owners affected. First Assembly of God Church v. 
City of Scottsbluff ..... 0.0... cece eee eee 


An option to purchase real estate is a unilateral con- 
tract by which the optionor agrees with the optionee 
that the optionee has the right to buy certain property, 
according to the terms and conditions of the option. 
Commuter Developments and Investments, Inc. v. 
Grambehi rs. 6 con Ge a os b4 ees Bee ele Phegaain Bekene Peehe aS 
An option does not constitute an estate or interest in 
land but it is a mere right of election to accept or reject 
a present offer within the time and upon the terms 
designated. Commuter Developments and _ Invest- 
ments, Inc. v. Gramlich ............. 0.0. e eee ee eens 
A consideration for an agreement requires that there 


957 


150 


356 


366 


452 


452 


452 


569 


569 


958 


INDEX [VOL. 203 


be a benefit on one side or a detriment suffered or a 
service done on the other. Commuter Developments 
and Investments, Inc. v. Gramlich .................4.. 


Ordinances. 


1. 


Under sections 14-101, 14-102, and 14-102.01, R. R. 8S. 
1943, the city of Omaha jis given power by the State of 
Nebraska to enact ordinances relating to the safety and 
security of its citizens, and to impose fines, forfeitures, 
penalties, and imprisonment for the violation thereof. 
State: V.:BelitZ icc hea saa pb ene eee 4 
Section 25.11.010 of the Omaha municipal code, estab- 
lishing the misdemeanor offense of ‘‘Assault; Battery’”’ 
is a proper and valid exercise of the power granted to 
the city under its home rule charter to establish ordi- 
nances for the safety and security of the city and the 
citizens thereof. State v. Belitz ....................00. 
Section 25.11.010, of the Omaha municipal code, and 
sections 28-408.01 to 28-408.05, R. R. S. 1943, the sexual 
assault felony statutes, define and constitute separate 
and distinct offenses under the law, notwithstanding 
they may encompass elements in common. State v. 
Belitz 00. ete cece eet es 
Section 29-615, R. R. S. 1943, does not mandate that a 
municipal judge, engaged in the trial of an offense, 
charged under section 25.11.010 of the Omaha munici- 
pal code, must immediately stop further proceedings 
and act as an examining magistrate to determine if the 
defendant must be charged under the sexual assault 
statutes of the state. State v. Belitz ..............-...- 


Parent and Child. 


1. 


Generally, visitation relates to continuing and fostering 
the normal parental relationship of the noncustodial 
parent with the minor child or children of the mar- 
riage. Heyne v. Kucirek ........... 0... cece eee eens 
In determining reasonable visitation rights, the best in- 
terests and welfare of the child are the primary con- 
sideration, considering age, health, welfare, education- 
al and social needs, the need for a stable home environ- 
ment free of unsettling influences, the fitness of the 
noncustodial parent for such visitation, and the rela- 
tionship of the child to that parent. Heyne v. Kucirek 
Under the provisions of section 43-209(5), R. R. S. 1943, 
parental rights may be terminated where parents are 
unable to discharge parental responsibilities because of 
mental illness or mental deficiency, and there are rea- 
sonable grounds to believe that such conditions will ex- 
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Parties. 


ist for a prolonged, indeterminate period. State v. Nor- 
WOOE) co ccesiseonte teed Utidee de HRA ERR Rede SAR rae Rie dap hae 
Sections 43-202 and 43-209, R. S. Supp., 1978, which, re- 
spectively, define parental responsibilities and pre- 
scribe the conditions under which parental rights may 
be terminated, are sufficiently definite and are not void 
for vagueness. The constitutional requirement that 
statutory language must be reasonably certain or be 
held void for vagueness is satisfied by the use of ordi- 
nary terms which find adequate interpretation in com- 
mon usage and understanding; the due process clause 
requires that the law give sufficient warning of conduct 
which is forbidden but it does not require a precise 
checklist of parental responsibilities and prohibited 
behavior. State v. Metteer ................. cece eee 
Section 43-209, R. S. Supp., 1978, is not void because it 
allows the judge to consider the circumstances of indi- 
vidual cases in determining whether to terminate pa- 
rental rights. State v. Metteer ....................0005 
The State has a compelling interest in protecting minor 
children from abuse and neglect, and that interest may 
be implemented by statutes such as sections 43-202 and 
43-209, R. S. Supp., 1978. State v. Metteer ........... oe 


Under section 25-301, R. R. S. 1943, every action must 
be prosecuted in the name of the real party in interest, 
except as otherwise provided in section 25-304, R. R. 8. 
1943. Redding v. Gibbs ............ cece cece eee 
In ascertaining whether the plaintiff is the real party in 
interest, the primary and fundamental test to be ap- 
plied is whether the prosecution of the action will save 
the defendant from further harassment or vexation at 
the hands of other claimants to the same demand. If 
the defendant is not cut off from any just defense, off- 
set, or counterclaim against the demand and a judg- 
ment in behalf of the party suing will fully protect him 
when discharged, then is his concern at an end. Red- 
GING Vi GiPDS © sos kh iid oe wiaatins Sed Mae a ea 
Where the mortgagee has made an assignment of the 
mortgage, and the assignee has not reassigned or rede- 
livered it to the mortgagee at the time a foreclosure ac- 
tion is commenced by the mortgagee, the mortgagee is 
not the real party in interest to bring the action. 
Redding v. Gibbs ......... cece cee cee 


Personal Representative. 


While it is not mandatory that the county court appoint as 
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personal representative of the estate the person or per- 
sons nominated in a will, it is required that the court 
adhere to all of the applicable provisions of section 30- 
2412, R. R. 8. 1943, in making an appointment. Schis- 
Sler-V: FOO iste iia wicdionateahie yig aes 


Plea Bargains. 
Where the likelihood of conviction was great, where a 


Pleadings. 


favorable plea bargain was arranged, and where the 
rights of the defendant were patiently explained prior 
to acceptance of a guilty plea, defendant's request for 
post conviction relief due to alleged ineffectiveness of 
counsel was properly denied. State v. Kerns .......... 


A motion for leave to file an amended answer, particu- 
larly after the matter is submitted, is addressed to the 
sound discretion of the trial court. Miller v. Westwood 
Homes; Ines: 3 e ci ies ee eth RRs 1 eee hae Pee Be wa ee 
An appearance for the purpose of objecting to the juris- 
diction of the court of the subject matter of the action, 
whether by motion or formal pleading, is a waiver of 
all objections to the jurisdiction of the court over the 
person of the defendant, whether the defendant in- 
tended such waiver or not. Schleuter v. McCuiston 

A litigant is entitled to have the jury instructed only on 
those theories of the case which are presented by the 
pleadings and which are supported by competent evi- 
dence. Swiler v. Baker’s Super Market, Inc. .......... 
Even after the issues have been made up, it is within 
the sound judicial discretion of the trial judge to permit 
amendments to the pleadings in the furtherance of jus- 
tice. Tilden v. Beckmann ............ 0... cceeeee eee 
In order to avail himself of the rule that the statute of 
limitations for an action based on fraud does not begin 
to run until discovery of the facts constituting the 
fraud, plaintiff must allege in his petition the failure to 
discover. Grand Island School Dist. #2 v. Celotex Corp. 
A prayer for affirmative relief, such as damages, is a 
general appearance and waives any objection to juris- 
diction over the person. Peck v. Augustin Bros. Co. ... 
A defect of parties not raised by demurrer or answer is 
waived. Armbruster v. Stanton-Pilger Drainage Dist. 
An admission in a pleading upon which the case is tried 
waives all controversy concerning the fact admitted. 
Armbruster v. Stanton-Pilger Drainage Dist. .......... 
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Pleas. 


The sufficiency of the evidence at a preliminary hear- 
ing may be raised only by a plea in abatement filed in 
the criminal proceedings in the District Court, and 
after trial and conviction any error in the ruling of the 
District Court on the plea in abatement is cured if the 
evidence at trial is sufficient to permit the jury to find 
guilt beyond a reasonable doubt. State v. Lehman .... 
A claim that a defendant was not accorded a pre- 
liminary hearing, nor waived it, is determinable by a 
plea in abatement. State v. Forbes ..................- 
An accused may voluntarily, knowingly, and under- 
standingly plead guilty to a crime even though his plea 
contains a protestation of innocence, when he intel- 
ligently concludes that his interests require a guilty 
plea and the record strongly evidences guilt. State v. 
FEIN COI ois bed ROR ead eel eee a EE Te AS Rs 


Police Powers. 


1. 


The requirement of section 81-513, R. R. S. 1948, that a 
certificate of a building contractor, licensed architect, 
or licensed engineer be procured by the State Fire Mar- 
shal before ordering the demolition of a building ap- 
plies only where the reason for destruction is other than 
fire protection. State Fire Marshal v.Schaneman .... 
Actions instituted by the State Fire Marshal under sec- 
tion 81-517, R. R. S. 1943, are tried in the District Court 
and reviewed in this court as in equity. State Fire 
Marshal v. Schaneman ..............6 cece eeeeeeeeeeee 
Where the evidence does not affirmatively show that a 
building is beyond reasonable repair, the order of the 
State Fire Marshal should be in the alternative, to wit, 
to make needed specified repairs within a fixed period 
of time, or, upon failure to so do, to direct the demoli- 
tion of the building. State Fire Marshal v. Schaneman 
A racetrack messenger service, whether or not it 
actually engages in gambling, is so intertwined with 
gambling that it falls within the State’s plenary police 
power to regulate gaming activity. Pegasus of Omaha, 
INnGs:ViState: an eidaa ce haat eddie tsa eee’ 


Post Conviction. 


1. 


Where the likelihood of conviction was great, where a 
favorable plea bargain was arranged, and where the 
rights of the defendant were patiently explained prior 
to acceptance of a guilty plea, defendant’s request for 
post conviction relief due to alleged ineffectiveness of 
counsel was properly denied. State v. Kerns .......... 
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2. An issue which has been fully litigated by direct appeal 
cannot be relitigated in an action for post conviction 
relief or by mere presentation of different arguments 
related to the same issue if the alleged facts are known 
to the defendant at the time of direct appeal. State v. 
Daviseieg ho ide tied neta ed Ged dee oe boiled 

3. In post conviction proceedings under section 29-3001 et 
seq., R. R. S. 1943, the District Court is the trier of dis- 
puted questions of fact and it is not ordinarily for the 
Supreme Court to determine questions of credibility. 
State vs Davis: cist vey oes dad ole abyracpio ds histone anand ob 

4. In a post conviction proceeding where the evidence es- 
tablishes a denial or infringement of the right to coun- 
sel which occurred only at the appeal stage of the 
former criminal proceedings, the District Court has ju- 
risdiction and power to grant a new direct appeal with- 
out granting a new trial or setting aside the original 
conviction and sentence. State v. Chipps .............. 


Presentence Reports. 

Whether successive presentence investigations are neces- 
sary before the revocation of an order of probation is 
entered rests in the sound discretion of the sentencing 
judge. State v. Herzog ........... 0. ccc eee 


Prisoners. 

Since prisoners in Nebraska can only lose good-time cred- 
its if they are guilty of serious misconduct, the deter- 
mination of whether such behavior has occurred be- 
comes critical, and the minimum requirements of pro- 
cedural due process appropriate for the circumstances 
must be observed. Riker v. Vitek ..................00. 


Privity. 

Ordinarily a party in privity with a party to an action, in 
the sense that he will be bound by the judgment, is one 
who acquired his interest after commencement of the 
action or rendition of the judgment. Neb. Public Serv- 
ice Commission v. Grand Island Mov. & Stor. Co., Inc. 


Probate and Administration. 

1. The Nebraska Probate Code should be liberally con- 
strued to discover and make effective the intent of a de- 
cedent in distribution of his property. DeVries v. Rix 

2. A contingent claim against a decedent's estate is one 
upon which the liability depends upon some future 
event which may or may not happen and which makes 
it uncertain whether it will ever be a liability. Until 
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that future event happens a right of action upon the 
contingent claim does not arise. Hooker and Heft v. 
Estate of Weinberger ................ Se Pipk sd ceasitierecdo a bog Get 


Probation and Parole. 


Proof. 


1. 


Whether successive presentence investigations are nec- 
essary before the revocation of an order of probation is 
entered rests in the sound discretion of the sentencing 
judge. State v. Herzog ............. ccc cece eee 
Before a parolee’s liberty can be taken and his parole 
revoked, certain minimal due process requirements 
need be met. They are: (1) A written notice of the 
claimed parole violation; (2) disclosure to the parolee 
of evidence against him; (3) an opportunity to be heard 
in person and to present witnesses and documentary 
evidence; (4) the right to confront and cross-examine 
adverse witnesses (unless the hearing officer spe- 
cifically finds good cause for not allowing confronta- 
tion); (5) a neutral and detached hearing body such as 
a traditional parole board, members of which need not 
be judicial officers or lawyers; and (6) a written state- 
ment by the fact finders as to the evidence relied on 
and the reasons for revoking the parole. Riker v. Vitek 
Once the seriousness of the misconduct of a parolee has 
been disposed of and the individual has been afforded 
his minimal due process with regard to that deter- 
mination, then the remaining statutory provisions may 
properly be imposed. Riker v. Vitek .................. 
A sentencing court in prescribing probation may 
impose any conditions of probation that are authorized 
by statute to be imposed. State v.Sampson ........... 
This court will disturb an order of probation only where 
it appears from the record that in executing such order 
the sentencing court imposed a condition or conditions 
of probation which it was not authorized by statute to 
impose. State v. Sampson ...................c eee eee 


A conspiracy need not be established by direct evi- 
dence of the acts charged, but may, and generally 
must, be proved by a number of indefinite acts, condi- 
tions, and circumstances which vary according to the 
purpose to be accomplished. Davidson v. Simmons ... 
An actual offer of evidence upon an issue is not neces- 
sary in order to preserve the question for review if the 
trial court has theretofore ruled that no proof upon that 
issue would be received in any event, and the alleged 
error in doing so has been appropriately preserved by 
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motion for new trial or otherwise. Quinlan v. City of 
Omana hich cot ew doe bocce bos she ea Neds aan one 
It is competent for the prosecution to put in evidence all 
relevant facts and circumstances which tend to es- 
tablish any of the constituent elements of the crime 
with which the accused is charged even though such 
facts and circumstances may prove or tend to prove 
that the defendant committed other crimes. State v. 
INIGIBEN 4 3 foes. ee eee RON AEA SS BE WOR UM dae Ge Read 


An excavating owner is liable, irrespective of negli- 
gence, for damages caused by depriving adjoining land, 
in its natural state, of lateral support even if an inde- 
pendent contractor performed the work, if the damage 
was a necessary consequence of the excavation. Crn- 
kovich v. Scaletta ......... 0. cc cece cc cece cee ee ete enes 
Where a trespass is committed by an independent 
contractor, the other party to the contract is not li- 
able for the trespass unless such other party con- 
trols the work or authorizes the specific act. Crnkovich 
Vi Sca@letta: sissies techs tess eds eecaie ag ie A ele, 8 Saye Bas 
The sovereign nature of the power of eminent domain 
is such that the function of the courts is limited to a 
determination of whether constitutional provisions have 
been violated, and if they have not, the right of the Leg- 
islature to exercise it in any manner it sees fit must be 
sustained. If the property be taken irregularly, or if 
the taking is not for a public purpose, the owner can 
proceed against the taker the same as any other tres- 
passer by injunction, ejectment, or any other avail- 
able remedy. Monarch Chemical Works, Inc. v. City 
Of Oman: 2002 ceded sea ke esa eeess Od Led wpe DA ees 
The taking of substandard or blighted areas by a city 
for redevelopment and resale in accordance with an 
approved redevelopment plan which is in conformity 
with a general plan for the municipality as a whole, all 
as provided for in the Nebraska Community Develop- 
ment Law, section 18-2101 et seq., R. R. S. 1943, is a 
proper public use for a municipality. Monarch Chem- 
ical Works, Inc. v. City of Omaha ................0005- 
The acquisition of property whether by voluntary 
methods or by eminent domain to carry out a redevel- 
opment plan must be provided for in and be in accord- 
ance with such plan. Monarch Chemical Works, Inc. 
v. City of Omahal ¢.3 nese teen ga one ee eases 
Where the primary function of tangible personal prop- 
erty is to aid in the production of goods which are 
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10. 


11. 


12. 


13. 


14. 


manufactured for ultimate retail sale, the property will 
not be exempt from the use tax as defined by section 
77-2702(20), R. R. S. 1943, merely because some unde- 
termined fraction of the property is absorbed into the 
retail product during its manufacture. American Stores 
Packing Co. v. Peters ...... 0... cece eee eee 
The rules for determining alimony or division of prop- 
erty in an action for dissolution of marriage provide no 
mathematical formula by which such awards can be 
precisely determined. They are to be determined by 
the facts in each case and the courts will consider all 
pertinent facts in reaching an award that is just and 
equitable. Pfeiffer v. Pfeiffer ....................004. 
Slama V.Sla@M a... 665 06s eve ete bee sales nne gag Geaeie cas 
The fixing of alimony or distribution of property rests 
in the sound discretion of the District Court and in the 
absence of an abuse of discretion will not be disturbed 
on appeal. Pfeiffer v. Pfeiffer ....................004. 
Mahan v. Mahan ............ cc cess ccc eee e eee eee eee 
Alimony, support, and property settlement issues must 
be considered together to determine whether the trial 
court abused its discretion. Brus v. Brus............. 
The rules for determining a division of property in an 
action for dissolution of marriage provide no mathe- 
matical formula by which such awards can be de- 
termined. Brus v. Brus ........... 0c c cece eee eee ee 
Mueller v. Mueller ............. 0. cece cece cence eens 
This court is not inclined to disturb the division of 
property made by the trial court unless it is patently 
unfair on the record. Brus v. BruS.................665 
Where a contract for the sale of real estate includes 
both homestead and nonhomestead property, but is not 
duly executed and acknowledged, specific perform- 
ance may be obtained of the nonhomestead land only 
if the contract is clearly severable as to the homestead 
and nonhomestead property. Struempler v. Peterson 
A court has jurisdiction and power to include, within a 
decree of foreclosure of a real estate mortgage, provi- 
sions for the disposition of the proceeds of the sale of 
the property. Omaha Nat. Bank v. Continental West- 
IT! COLD: ioe sealer hace share eels 8 aya ans esse cinhsaiarat di 
Though there may be no assignment in haec verba of a 
mortgage and note, the facts may establish an equitable 
assignment of such interest. Equity disregards mere 
form, and no particular words or particular form of 
instrument is necessary to effect an equitable assign- 
ment. Any language, however informal, may amount 
to an equitable assignment if it shows the intention of 
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the owner of a chose in action to transfer it, so that it 
will become the property of the transferee. Tilden v. 
Beckmann o.0os3 sas ee ees ets hes eee hee Shelatee t 
Although alimony and allocation of property rights are 
distinguishable and have different purposes in mar- 
riage dissolution proceedings, they are still closely re- 
lated in the matter of determining the amount to be 
allowed, and circumstances may require that they be 
considered together to determine whether the court 
has abused its discretion. Mahan v. Mahan........... 
The question of what property belongs to the bankrupt 
as of the date of the filing of the petition in bank- 
ruptcy is determined by state law. Neb. Public Serv- 
ice Commission v. Grand Island Mov. & Stor. Co., Inc. 
The power to equalize property valuations between 
counties is vested in the State Board of Equalization 
and Assessment. The sole method of review in this 
court is by appeal. DeCamp v. State Board of Equali- 
zation and Assessment ............ 0. cc cee ence eee tees 
The Nebraska Probate Code should be liberally con- 
strued to discover and make effective the intent of a 
decedent in distribution of his property. DeVries v. 
RIK eds ate vase AGS SG ae ONG MON SS BE HRs Sess, Fetuae ns 
The rule for determination of alimony or division of 
property in dissolution actions provides no mathemati- 
cal formula by which such an award can be deter- 
mined and, generally speaking, awards vary from one- 
third to one-half the property involved depending on the 
facts and circumstances in each particular case. Pat- 
TON Ve PAttOM ies Soc De ceeiyesre seine, Seaatia th tunsseane aie 38 Doren eeaaes 
A judgment of the trial court making a distribution of 
property and fixing the amount of alimony will not be 
disturbed on appeal unless it is patently unfair on the 
record. Patton v. Patton ......... 0. cece cence eens 
In a contested proceeding for dissolution of marriage, 
upon proper and timely request being made for de- 
termination of value of property being awarded to the 
parties, the trial court shall state in writing the con- 
clusions of fact found separately from the conclusions 
of law. Slama v. Slama ..... 0... cc cc eee eee 
Where one of the parties to a marriage places prop- 
erty beyond the reach of the other party, and thus fore- 
stalls a division of the property, that action does not 
operate to deprive the District Court of jurisdiction to 
determine an equitable division of those assets. Slama 
Vi SLAB is ie sin be Sirsa Goa Wed beagle aaah Sh wes 
An award of alimony or distribution of property may 
be altered on appeal where the record reflects good 
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24. 


25. 


26. 


27. 


cause. Slama v. Slama ........... 0... cece cence eee eens 
This court on appeal is not inclined to disturb the divi- 
sion of property made by the trial court unless it is 
patently unfair on the record. Mueller v. Mueller..... 
The distribution of property rests in the sound discre- 
tion of the District Court and in the absence of an 
abuse of discretion will not be disturbed on appeal. 
Mueller v. Mueller .......... 00. c ec ce cee eee eee 
Where judgment is recovered against one who has 
agreed to sell land but made no deed nor received the 
whole of the purchase money, it is a lien on the ven- 
dor’s interest in the land. Monroe v. Lincoln City Em- 
ployees Credit Union ............ 0. cece cece eee eee 
It is constitutionally required that there be notice to the 
property owners of a special assessment and an oppor- 
tunity to contest the amount and validity of the assess- 
ment before it becomes a charge on the property. 
Turner v. City of North Platte ......................... 
Where special assessments against property to pay the 
costs of paving are void, knowledge of the proceed- 
ings and of the construction of the improvement will 
not estop the owner from avoiding liability therefor, 
and they cannot be enforced solely on the ground of the 
benefits of the improvements to the owners of abutting 
lots or lands. Turner v. City of North Platte .......... 


Prosgcuting Attorneys. 


1. 


An order to the prosecuting attorney under the provi- 
sions of section 29-1912, R. R. S. 1943, is not an appro- 
priate way for a defendant in a criminal case to pro- 
cure handwriting exemplars of third parties unless it 
be alleged that such exemplars are in the possession of 
the prosecutor and are relevant evidence in the prose- 
cution. State v. Davis ............ cece eee eee 
It is the responsibility of the prosecutor to examine the 
evidence, the statutes, and the cases to make a proper 
determination of what charge to file. It is not always 
desirable that a prosecutor prosecute all crimes at the 
highest degree available; and in exercising his discre- 
tion in this regard, he does not neglect his public duty 
nor discriminate among offenders. State v. Belitz.... 


Proxdsmate Cause. 


A guest to recover damages from his host for injury re- 


ceived by the guest while riding in a motor vehicle 
operated by the host must prove by the greater weight 
of the evidence in the case the gross negligence of the 
host relied upon by the guest and that it was the proxi- 
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mate cause of the accident and injury. Jones v. 
HOUCCH 2.2e Sh caiss hl hsees ioyeg ce tek eetgen jute is aS aoloeceaert 


Public Officers and Employees. 


1. 


Public employees are generally not entitled to collec- 
tive bargaining in the sense that private industrial em- 
ployees are. University Police Officers Union v. Uni- 
versity of Nebraska ....... 2... 0. . cece cece cece nent 
To warrant the issue of mandamus against an officer 
to compel him to act, (1) the duty must be imposed 
upon him by law, (2) the duty must still exist at the 
time the writ is applied for, and (3) the duty to act 
must be clear. State ex rel. Halloran v. Hawes....... 
The requirement of section 81-513, R. R. S. 1943, that a 
certificate of a building contractor, licensed architect, 
or licensed engineer be procured by the State Fire Mar- 
shal before ordering the demolition of a building applies 
only where the reason for destruction is other than fire 
protection. State Fire Marshal v. Schaneman......... 
Actions instituted by the State Fire Marshal] under sec- 
tion 81-517, R. R. 8S. 1943, are tried in the District Court 
and reviewed in this court as in equity. State Fire 
Marshal v. Schaneman ................. ec ese eee eens 
Where the evidence does not affirmatively show that a 
building is beyond reasonable repair, the order of the 
State Fire Marshal should be in the alternative, to wit, 
to make needed specified repairs within a fixed period 
of time, or, upon failure to so do, to direct the demoli- 
tion of the building. State Fire Marshal v. Schaneman 
Mandamus is available to enforce the performance of 
ministerial duties of a board of county commissioners 
but is not avatlable if the duties are quasi-judicial or 
discretionary. Singleton v. Kimball County Board of 
Commissioners ........ 0... eee eee reece ene eneee 
An act is ministerial if there is an absolute duty to 
perform in a specified manner upon the existence of 
certain facts. Singleton v. Kimball County Board of 
CommissionerS ....... 0... . cece eee cee cence eee eens 
When the law, in words or by implication, commits to 
any officer the duty of looking into facts and acting 
upon them, not in a way which it specifically directs, 
but after a discretion in its nature judicial, the func- 
tion is termed quasi-judicial; however, an act may be 
held to be ministerial even though the person perform- 
ing it may have to satisfy himself that a certain state 
of facts exists under which it is his duty to perform 
the act. Singleton v. Kimball County Board of Com- 
MISSIONETS o.2 oa ese RELAIS a ow Scag ke 
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The duty of the board of county commissioners under 
section 39-1716, R. R. S. 1943, to lay out a public road, 
upon a showing that the statutory conditions of section 
39-1713, R. R. S. 1943, exist, is ministerial. Singleton 
v. Kimball County Board of Commissioners ........... 


Public Policy. 


1. 


An insurance policy is a contract, and where there is 
no uncertainty as to its meaning and the same is legal 
and not opposed to public policy, it will be enforced as 
itis made. Stark v. Grange Mut. Ins. Co. ............. 
A provision in an insurance policy reciting that failure 
to pay the premium due on a specified date will sus- 
pend the policy and relieve the company of liability 
for losses occurring during the period of suspension is 
a valid and enforceable provision. Stark v. Grange 
Mut Ins 5 COs 05 3.5 e846 eee tide ace heed ed Wea ees 
It is the policy of the law to give a litigant full oppor- 
tunity to present his contention in court and for this 
purpose to give full relief against slight and technical 
omissions. On the other hand, it is the duty of the courts 
to prevent an abuse of process, unnecessary delays, 
and dilatory and frivolous proceedings in the adminis- 
tration of justice. DeVries v. Rix.................-.4. 


Public Service Commission. 


1. 


Under the provisions of section 75-315, R. R. 8. 1943, the 
Nebraska Public Service Commission may, upon com- 
plaint or on the Commission's own initiative after no- 
tice and hearing, suspend, revoke, or change a certifi- 
cate of a common carrier for willful failure to comply 
with any of the provisions of sections 75-101 to 75-801, 
R. R. S. 1943. Neb. Public Service Commission v. 
Grand Island Mov. & Stor. Co., Inc. ...........-....00- 
The term ‘‘willful failure,’’ as used in the statute giving 
the Nebraska Public Service Commission jurisdiction 
and authority to suspend, change, or revoke a certifi- 
cate of public convenience and necessity for failure to 
comply with the provisions of the Motor Carrier Act, is 
such behavior through acts of commission or omission 
which justifies a belief that there was an intent en- 
tered into and characterizing the failure complained of. 
A failure through oversight to file the annual report 
required by section 75-116, R. R. S. 1943, would not jus- 
tify the revocation of an authority. Neb. Public Serv- 
ice Commission v. Grand Island Mov. & Stor. Co., Inc. 
An act or failure to act within the provisions of section 
75-315, R. R. S. 1943, may be willful within the meaning 
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of the statute even though a decision to cease opera- 
tions under the certificate may be the consequence of 
circumstances over which the carrier may have no 
absolute control such as financial failure. Neb. Public 
Service Commission v. Grand Island Mov. & Stor. Co., 


On an appeal to the Supreme Court from an order of 
the Nebraska Public Service Commission, administra- 
tive or legislative in character, the only questions to be 
determined are whether the Commission acted within 
the scope of its authority and whether the order com- 
plained of is reasonable and not arbitrarily made. 
Neb. Public Service Commission v. Grand Island Mov. 
& Stor: CO. ING sctin Sig Vee eee at Ss sae raat 
A trustee in bankruptcy, receiver, custodian in posses- 
sion under a bankruptcy arrangement, etc., of a carrier, 
has the rights in the certificate of convenience and 
necessity of the carrier which are provided by section 
75-322, R. R. §. 1943, and these rights must be respected 
by the Nebraska Public Service Commission. Neb. 
Public Service Commission v. Grand Island Mov. & 
SOR COse INC .ccs:855 ooo be Sysco de ola WBA a) pceceiads Boao fir’ wlan oss 
The mere filing of a petition in bankruptcy does not 
deprive a state court or agency such as the Nebraska 
Public Service Commission of jurisdiction in a pending 
action against the bankrupt. Neb. Public Service Com- 
mission v. Grand Island Mov. & Stor. Co., Inc.......... 


A traveler on a highway, when approaching a rail- 
road crossing, has a duty to look and listen for the ap- 
proach of trains. He must look, where by looking he 
could see, and listen, where by listening he could hear, 
and if he fails without a reasonable excuse to exercise 
such precautions, then he is guilty of contributory neg- 
ligence more than slight, as a matter of law, and no 
recovery can be had for damages resulting from a col- 
lision with a passing train. Thomas v. Burlington 
Northern. RR, IMGs iis cscesee pen Si ees oad eis oboe dena 
A railroad has no obligation to install signal devices or 
maintain flagmen under all conditions even at arterial 
crossings. Thomas v. Burlington Northern R. R., Inc. 
All persons using a railroad crossing are required 
to exercise a degree of caution that is commensurate 
with the danger. Thomas v. Burlington Northern R. R., 
TG i setae aks ate hited then ele hace ete Raye wate tea te eee ee lassie 
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Ratificati 


on. 


The mere entry of a credit by creditor without the consent 


Records. 


Releases. 


Replevin. 


of his debtor is without effect upon the statute of limita- 
tions and the fact that the debtor knows of an unauthor- 
ized entry of credit and makes no objection thereto is 
not alone sufficient to constitute a ratification of the 
credit so as to toll the statute of limitations. T. S. 
McShane Co., Inc. v. Dominion Constr. Co. ............ 


Although an affidavit may be used to prove service of 
process, such affidavit cannot be considered on an ap- 
peal of a cause to this court, unless it is offered in evi- 
dence in the trial court and preserved in and made a 
part of the bill of exceptions. T. S. McShane Co., Inc. 
v. Dominion Constr. Co. ........ 00... cece eee eee 


A release which is confined to certain claims or demands 
arising from a particular matter operates to release the 
particular claim or demand specified but does not 
necessarily release other claims or demands arising 
from the same matter, particularly those expressly 
excepted from its operation. Crnkovich v. Scaletta ... 


The 1972 decision of the United States Supreme Court 
in Fuentes v. Shevin, 407 U. S. 67, 92 S. Ct. 1983, 32 L. 
Ed. 2d 556, will not be applied retroactively to a re- 
plevin action commenced in 1967. Peck v. Augustin 
Bross: CO}. 52.8 s selene ccc on habe edn cede a aise mratesew tae winds 
A reclamation of cattle sold to a cash purchaser is not 
a voidable preference in bankruptcy. Peck v. Augustin 
BroS3:' C0). -osizcect awhlionasesiooet ee tee ble 8 eS owt es 


Res Judlcata. 


1. 


After the time for appeal has expired, the provisions 
of a decree are res judicata and binding upon all the 
parties to the action. Omaha Nat. Bank v. Continental 
Western) Corp oii: si.5 s:0teid: Spee alee wi bere aa eh alee eas. dee 
In ascertaining whether the plaintiff is the real party 
in interest, the primary and fundamental test to be 
applied is whether the prosecution of the action will 
save the defendant from further harassment or vexa- 
tion at the hands of other claimants to the same de- 
mand. If the defendant is not cut off from any just de- 
fense, offset, or counterclaim against the demand and 
a judgment in behalf of the party suing will fully pro- 
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tect him when discharged, then is his concern at an 
end. Redding v. Gibbs ............. 00... c cece eee 


Where contractual promises are mutual and depend- 
ent, the failure of one party to perform authorizes the 
other to rescind the contract. Gallner v. Sweep Left, 


The failure to perform a promise, the performance of 
which is a condition, entitles the other party to the con- 
tract to a rescission thereof. Gallner v. Sweep Left, 


Rescue Doctrine. 
The rescue doctrine contemplates a voluntary act by one 


who, in an emergency and prompted by spontaneous 
human motives to save human life, attempts a rescue 
which he had no duty to attempt by virtue of the legal 
obligation or duty fastened on him by his employment. 
It is not contributory negligence for a volunteer to 
expose himself to danger in a reasonable effort to save 
a third person or the property of a third person from 
harm. The extent of the risk which the volunteer is 
justified in assuming under the circumstances in- 
creases in proportion to the imminence of the danger 
and the value of the advantage to be realized from 
meeting the danger and attempting to remove or elim- 
inate the hazard, i.e., the less the danger to the third 
party, the less risk the volunteer is justified in taking. 
Buchanan v. Prickett & Son, Inc. .................00005 


Right to Counsel. 


1. 


An accused person is entitled to counsel at every criti- 
cal stage of a criminal proceeding. State v. Moore.... 
If an indigent defendant was deprived of his constitu- 
tional right to counsel by not being furnished an attor- 
ney to present his appeal to the appellate court, he was 
not afforded an effective appeal and the decision there- 
on must be deemed a nullity. State v. Moore.......... 
Absent a knowing and intelligent waiver, no person 
may be imprisoned for any offense, whether classified 
as petty, misdemeanor, or felony, unless he was rep- 
resented by counsel at his trial. State v. Moore....... 
The due process clause of the Fourteenth Amendment 
to the Constitution of the United States guarantees the 
assistance of counsel unless that right is intelligently 
and understandingly waived by the accused. Courts 
must indulge every reasonable presumption against a 
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10. 


11. 


12. 


13. 


14. 


waiver of fundamental constitutional rights, and do not 
presume acquiescence in their loss. State v. Moore... 
No defendant can be completely denied the assistance 
of counsel absent a determination of his ability to re- 
tain counsel or his desire to have counsel appointed. 
State-v. MOOre: 2... .cu8 see ida die Cdn Wield ee eevee nate > 
The right to counsel attaches when the proceeding 
ceases to be investigatory and becomes accusatory. 
Statements obtained during the investigation of a crime 
are not inadmissible because counsel was not present. 
State:vicPuller:.:.csicia sca bis eeacaeh te eure ve Whyte Oak bes 
A statement which is obtained after the proceeding 
has become accusatory and there has been no volun- 
tary and intelligent waiver of the right to counsel is 
not admissible. State v. Fuller .......................5 
The test for determining whether or not counsel for a 
defendant in a criminal prosecution has provided ade- 
quate representation is that trial counsel perform at 
least as well as a lawyer with ordinary training and 
skill in the criminal law in his area, and that he con- 
scientiously protect the interests of his client. State v. 
FROPNS > tise 88 ty eedtehe ai dacede Sb oa lebanese RPA Wee akin we Oaegs 
Where the likelihood of conviction was great, where a 
favorable plea bargain was arranged, and where the 
rights of the defendant were patiently explained prior 
to acceptance of a guilty plea, defendant’s request for 
post conviction relief due to alleged ineffectiveness of 
counsel was properly denied. State v. Kerns.......... 
Acquiring or permitting a single attorney to represent 
codefendants, often referred to as joint representa- 
tion, is not per se violative of the constitutional 
guarantees of effective assistance of counsel. State v. 
KROPTIS! 2 20k Seacccist tal areiseag sesh, eeaeunettrn aptenists IG ouehe ate ee 
As a general rule a defendant is entitled to retain coun- 
sel of his own choice and may not be denied the right 
to change retained counsel unless the result is to inter- 
fere with the orderly procedure in the courts without a 
showing of good cause for the desired change. State v. 
FAN CAI) ites cece By ceca lendealt wets tyinentetare eae os eevea ed ataplecl ser 
The right of counsel accorded defendants in criminal 
trials cannot be manipulated so as to obstruct the 
orderly procedure in the courts or to interfere with the 
fair administration of justice. State v. Kincaid ....... 
If a defendant in a criminal case acquiesces in rep- 
resentation by an attorney whom he had previously 
rejected, he cannot afterwards complain that he was 
not represented by counsel. State v. Kincaid.......... 
In a post conviction proceeding where the evidence 
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establishes a denial or infringement of the right to 
counsel which occurred only at the appeal stage of the 
former criminal proceedings, the District Court has 
jurisdiction and power to grant a new direct appeal 
without granting a new trial or setting aside the orig- 
inal conviction and sentence. State v. Chipps......... 


Rules of Court. 


Sales. 


1. 


A suit brought in small claims court and transferred 
to the regular docket of the municipal court prior to 
the time set for hearing in the small claims court 
shall be subject to all of the provisions of law and 
rules of court applicable to proceedings in municipal 
court. State ex rel. Simpson v. Vondrasek ............. 
A municipal court rule which provides that a party de- 
siring a jury trial in a civil case must demand the 
same in writing on or before the answer day refers 
to the answer date as established in the municipal 
court after the transfer of the case from the small 
claims court and not to the ‘‘appearance’’ date specified 
in the notice to the defendant in the small claims court. 
State ex rel. Simpson v. Vondrasek .................... 


Under the provisions of the Uniform Commercial Code, 
a ‘‘sale’’ consists of the passing of title from the seller 
to the buyer for a price. Unless otherwise explicitly 
agreed, where delivery is to be made without moving 
the goods, if the goods at the time of contracting are 
already identified and no documents are to be delivered, 
the title passes at the time and place of contracting. 
Southwest Bank of Omaha v. Moritz................... 
The statute of limitations begins to run against a cause 
of action to recover the purchase price or value of 
goods sold and delivered at the time of their delivery 
unless there is some agreement as to the time and man- 
ner of payment different from that which the law im- 
plies, which is, payment shall be made in cash on de- 
livery. If a term of credit is given to the buyer, the 
statute begins to run when, and only when, the period 
of credit has expired. T. S. McShane Co., Inc. v. Do- 
minion Constr. Co. 2.0.0.0... ec cece een nee 
Openness of an account may be indicated when fur- 
ther dealings between the parties are contemplated and 
when some term or terms of the sale or sales is left 
open and undetermined. T.S. McShane Co., Inc. v. Do- 
minion Constr. Co. .... 0... ccc cece cence ence nenen 
A cash seller of cattle may reclaim the cattle from the 
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buyer where the buyer dishonors the draft drawn on the 
buyer by the seller pursuant to the understanding of 
the parties. Peck v. Augustin Bros. Co................ 
A reclamation of cattle sold to a cash purchaser is not 
a voidable preference in bankruptcy. Peck v. Augustin 
Bross C08. 25 via eee ae ity canara EN ay eee EA tend 


Schools and School Districts. 


1. 


The standard of review in an error proceeding from an 
order terminating the contract of a tenured teacher is 
whether there has been sufficient evidence adduced at 
the proceeding before the inferior tribunal, as a matter 
of law, to support the determination reached. Davis v. 
Board of Education .............. 0. . cece ee cee nes 
Under the provisions of section 79-4,104, R. R. S. 1943, a 
territory’s proportionate share of any balance remain- 
ing in the nonresident tuition fund is computed by de- 
termining the total amount paid into the fund by the 
territory and subtracting the amounts paid out of the 
fund on behalf of the territory. The balance, if any, 
constitutes the territory’s proportionate share in the 
fund which the territory is entitled to receive. School 
District of Murray v. Lancaster ................e eee eee 
The Legislature has complete power over the organiza- 
tion, function, and finances of school districts. State 
ex rel. Halloran v. Hawes ........ 0... cee cece eee nee 
The petitioners for the transfer of land from one school 
district to another school district have the burden of 
proving by a preponderance of the evidence each of the 
statutory requirements for such transfer provided in 
section 79-403 (1), R. R. S. 1943. Roelfs v. Specht ..... 

Where petitioner’s residence is closer to the school- 
house in their own school district than that of an ad- 
joining district, and both districts maintain a bus route, 
the distance to the school bus route of the district to 
which transfer is sought must be % mile closer to pe- 
titioner’s residence for their land to be transferred. 
Roelfs:vi Specnt: sus sais cris chev aiag sae a ecale av fee Nba eeteely ates 


Searches and Seizures. 


1. 


When the defendant is not in custody and the State at- 
tempts to justify a search on the basis of defendant’s 
consent, the Fourth and Fourteenth Amendments to the 
Constitution of the United States require that the State 
demonstrate that the consent was in fact voluntarily 
given and not the result of duress or coercion, express 
orimplied. State v. French .............. 0.00 cee ee eee 
Whether or not consent to search was freely and intelli- 
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gently given is a question of fact to be determined from 
the totality of all the circumstances surrounding it. 
Statesv. French .si6. 6g Seta cee wT treet FN Eee ek Be 
The State has the burden of establishing the legal suf- 
ficiency of a consent to a search and seizure. State v. 
FERN peih 4 tees OR Gh see eS eb ties Fete asics wane wath Sha wan dys 
While a consent to search is not terminated merely by 
a worsening of the consenting party’s position, a con- 
sent may be withdrawn or limited at any time prior to 
the completion of the search. State v. French......... 
Except where there is at least articulable and reason- 
able suspicion that a motorist is unlicensed or that an 
automobile is not registered, or that either the vehicle 
or an occupant is otherwise subject to seizure for a vio- 
lation of law, stopping an automobile and detaining the 
driver in order to check his driver's license and the reg- 
istration of the automobile are unreasonable under the 
Fourth Amendment to the Constitution of the United 
States. State v. Kretchmar .............. 0... cece eee 
A state may develop acceptable methods for spot 
checking the validity of motor vehicle registrations 
and operators’ licenses that involve little intrusion or 
do not involve the unconstrained exercise of discretion. 
Questioning of all oncoming traffic at roadblock-type 
stops is one acceptable alternative. State v. Kretch- 
IAD fo scsrnidic ela ee tieceuae a whee Hecag Ve tee gue Woche a vad 


Security Interest. 


1. 


Sentences. 
1. 


Under the provisions of section 9-105(1)(d), U. C. C., 
the owner of the collateral subject to a security interest 
is a debtor, and the filing of a financing statement not 
signed by the owner of the collateral described in the 
financing statement is not sufficient to perfect the 
security interest. Southwest Bank of Omaha v. 
MOP It2 60 tones Sse atte Ouest ene Ras ten Payers See Ee ai 
The equitable principle that the corporate entity may 
be disregarded to prevent fraud and injustice is in- 
tended to prevent corporate owners from using the 
corporate entity to cloak fraud or justify wrongdoing, 
and it may not be applied to prefer a creditor of the 
corporate owner who fails to perfect a security interest 
to the other creditors of the corporation of whom a 
trustee in bankruptcy is the representative. Southwest 
Bank of Omaha v. Moritz .......... 0... e cece ee eee eee 


It is the general rule that where a criminal statute is 
amended by mitigating the punishment after the com- 
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mission of a prohibited act but before final judgment, 
the punishment is that provided by the amendatory 
act unless the Legislature has specifically provided 
otherwise. State v. Weinacht .................. 0.00005 
Under the new Nebraska Criminal Code, sections 28-101 
to 28-1335, R. S. Supp., 1978, effective January 1, 1979, 
offenses committed before that date shall be construed 
and punished according to the provisions of law exist- 
ing at the time of the commission thereof, in the same 
manner as if the new criminal code had not been en- 
acted. State v. Weinacht ........... 0... . cee eee eee 
A sentence imposed within statutory limits will not ‘be 
disturbed on appeal unless there is an abuse of discre- 
tion. State v. Kincaid .............. 0... eee eee 
A sentencing judge has broad discretion as to the 
source and type of evidence or information which may 
be used as assistance in determining the kind and ex- 
tent of the punishment to be imposed and the judge 
may consider probation reports, police reports, affida- 
vits, and other information, including his own personal 
observations. State v. Kramer .....................-. 
Disparity in sentences of codefendants does not of itself 
indicate denial of due process. State v. Kramer....... 
Failure of the trial court to disclose prior to sentenc- 
ing that it does not accept defendant’s statement that 
he was not the mastermind of crime involving several 
defendants does not preclude the court from consider- 
ing that fact in sentencing. State v. Kramer.......... 


Severance. 


° 


Where a contract for the sale of real estate includes both 
homestead and nonhomestead property, but is not duly 
executed and acknowledged, specific performance may 
be obtained of the nonhomestead land only if the con- 
tract is clearly severable as to the homestead and 
nonhomestead property. Struempler v. Peterson ..... 


Sexual Assault. 


1. 


Section 25.11.010 of the Omaha municipal code, and sec- 
tions 28-408.01 to 28-408.05, R. R. S. 1943, the sexual 
assault felony statutes, define and constitute separate 
and distinct offenses under the law, notwithstanding 
they may encompass elements in common. State v. 
Beh: fcteapicake a wide e hiner ebins ae tua teen, wha 6 en et atone tes 
Section 29-615, R. R. S. 1943, does not mandate that a 
municipal judge, engaged in the trial of an offense 
charged under section 25.11.010 of the Omaha municipal 
code, must immediately stop further proceedings and 
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act as an examining magistrate to determine if the de- 
fendant must be charged under the sexual assault 
statutes of the state. State v. Belitz..................0. 


Specific Performance. 


States. 


Where a contract for the sale of real estate includes both 


homestead and nonhomestead property, but is not duly 
executed and acknowledged, specific performance may 
be obtained of the nonhomestead land only if the con- 
tract is clearly severable as to the homestead and 
nonhomestead property. Struempler v. Peterson ..... 


In an extradition proceeding where the Governor of the 
asylum state has granted extradition, a court of the 
asylum state can do no more than decide (a) whether 
the extradition documents on their face are in order; 
(b) whether the petitioner has been charged with a 
crime in the demanding state; (c) whether the peti- 
tioner is the person named in the request for extra- 
dition; and (d) whether the petitioner is a fugitive. 
State ex rel. Partin v. Jensen ............ ccc cece ences 
In a habeas corpus proceeding challenging extradition, 
in the absence of specific statutory authorization, the 
trial court or the District Court has power, in its dis- 
cretion, to grant bail during the pendency of the pro- 
ceedings, including an appeal to this court, in the same 
cases and under the same terms and conditions author- 
ized by statute in preliminary extradition proceedings, 
or in other habeas corpus proceedings. State ex rel. 
Partin: vi. JONSeM io eee eee ele ee esa od Mateos 


Statute of Limitations. 


1. 


A cause of action accrues and the statute of limita- 
tions begins to run when an aggrieved party has a 
right to start and maintain a suit. T. S. McShane 
Co., Inc. v. Dominion Constr. Co. .... 0... cece cee eee 
The statute of limitations begins to run against a 
cause of action to recover the purchase price or value 
of goods sold and delivered at the time of their delivery 
unless there is some agreement as to the time and 
manner of payment different from that which the law 
implies, which is, payment shall be made in cash 
on delivery. If a term of credit is given to the buyer, 
the statute begins to run when, and only when, the 
period of credit has expired. T. S. McShane Co., Inc. 
v. Dominion Constr. Co. 1.0.2... ccc eee eee 
The mere entry of a credit by creditor without the 
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consent of his debtor is without effect upon the statute 
of limitations and the fact that the debtor knows of an 
unauthorized entry of credit and makes no objection 
thereto is not alone sufficient to constitute a ratifica- 
tion of the credit so as to toll the statute of limita- 
tions. T. S. McShane Co., Inc. v. Dominion Constr. 
Cs os wees Fae eaeys bd le) ooov ec ajar ened Raa COpray SU Slee ron 
The latest item of a continuous account removes 
prior items from the operation of the statute of limita- 
tions. Transactions may be independent because of 
special contracts, long intervals, or other circum- 
stances. T. S. McShane Co., Inc. v. Dominion 
COMSER COE elie ie iniaue a. ale whiting wa ede sine sled gees dea le SPRG Oa 
Ordinarily, a statute of limitations begins to run 
as soon as the plaintiff has a right to bring suit. 
This is true even though the plaintiff may be ignor- 
ant of the existence of the cause of action. Grand 
Island School Dist. #2 v. Celotex Corp. ................. 
The statute of limitations for an action based on alleged 
deficiencies in improvements to real property does 
not run during the time when the plaintiff reasonably 
could not discover the existence of the cause of action. 
§ 25-223, R. S. Supp., 1978. Grand Island School Dist. 
#2 v. Celotex Corp. 2.0.2... ccc cece eect ccc cee ennees 
It is competent for the Legislature to change statutes 
subject to the limitation that an action already barred 
may not be revived and that an action may not be unrea- 
sonably cut off. The applicable statute of limitations 
is the one in force at the time the suit is brought. 
Grand Island School Dist. #2 v. Celotex Corp. .......... 
Where pleadings and evidence presented conclusively 
indicate that the statute of limitations has run, sum- 
mary judgment is appropriate. Grand Island School 
Dist. #2 v. Celotex Corp. 2.0.2.0... cee eee eee tee renee 
In order to avail himself of the rule that the statute of 
limitations for an action based on fraud does not be- 
gin to run until discovery of the facts constituting the 
fraud, plaintiff must allege in his petition the failure 
to discover. Grand Island School Dist. #2 v. Celotex 
CORDS arise tem sinnectigaid eee OSS 4 RCM eles nolan Bees EOS 
An action for breach of warranty in the sale of goods 
must be commenced within 4 years of tender of de- 
livery. Failure to discover the breach prevents the 
running of the statute only when the warranty explic- 
itly extends to future performance. § 2-725, U. C. C. 
Grand Island School Dist. #2 v. Celotex Corp. .......... 
An action grounded in tort must be commenced within 
4 years of accrual of the cause of action. § 25-207 (3), 
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R. R. S. 1943. Grand Island School Dist. #2 v. Celotex 
COLrp® is. 5 shoei se cae saa sean yl aie Pad ea ease es 
An action based on breach of an implied contract must 
be commenced within 4 years of accrual of the cause 
of action. § 25-206, R. R. S. 1943. Grand Island School 
Dist. #2 v. Celotex Corp. 1.0.0.0... . ccc cece eee eee eee 
An action based on breach of a written contract must 
be commenced within 5 years of accrual of the cause of 
action. § 25-205, R. R. S. 1948. Grand Island School 
Dist. #2 v. Celotex Corp. ........ cece cece ete e eee 


The Board of Regents of the University of Nebraska 
has primary authority for establishing its own schedules 
of wages, terms and conditions of employment, and 
hours of labor, but when an industrial dispute, as de- 
fined by section 48-801 (7), R. R. S. 1943, arises, the 
Court of Industrial Relations may acquire jurisdiction 
for the limited purpose of resolving such dispute. Like- 
wise, the Court of Industrial Relations may acquire 
jurisdiction for resolving an industrial dispute con- 
cerning the association or representation of persons 
in negotiating, fixing, maintaining, changing, or seek- 
ing to arrange terms or conditions of employment or 
refusal to discuss terms or conditions of employment. 
University Police Officers Union v. University of Ne- 
Dask as a.ccceeiad ae ary Mae ete ke ds BONO RS: He 4 
The adoption of sections 48-801 to 48-838, R. R. S. 1943, 
was not intended to in any way remove the lawful 
responsibility nor the proper prerogative of public em- 
ployers in the exercise of their recognized manage- 
ment rights or in the exercise of their lawful duties, 
except as may otherwise have been specifically en- 
trusted to the Court of Industrial Relations in resolv- 
ing industrial disputes as prescribed by the statutes. 
University Police Officers Union v. University of Ne- 
DFAS arc ieces:cs ca pavialea aay Rh a outs Wwe a here Te eye 4 Lease 
The taking of substandard or blighted areas by a city 
for redevelopment and resale in accordance with an 
approved redevelopment plan which is in conformity 
with a general plan for the municipality as a whole, all 
as provided for in the Nebraska Community Develop- 
ment Law, section 18-2101 et seq., R. R. S. 1943, is a 
proper public use for a municipality. Monarch Chem- 
ical Works, Inc. v. City of Omaha ...................5. 
The term ‘‘attorney,” used in section 52-103, R. S. Supp., 
1978, means any agent or substitute acting for and in 
behalf of a lien claimant; it may include an attorney 
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at law but is not limited to that meaning. Sherwood v. 
TUCKER? secs iloed saab ed Sa ccree eae Gunes Die beee eae 
The provisions of section 52-103, R. S. Supp., 1978, as to 
the making of an affidavit of the giving of notice of 
mechanic’s lien to the landowner, are directory and not 
mandatory; irregularities in such affidavit will not ren- 
der the lien void and unenforceable. Sherwood v. 
PUCK ON odie piste: oases Seeds Hieee oS tte Ba ata ar eel ase AE ase ela Love 
Where the primary function of tangible personal prop- 


‘erty is to aid in the production of goods which are man- 


ufactured for ultimate retail sale, the property will not 
be exempt from the use tax as defined by section 77- 
2702(20), R. R. S. 1943, merely because some unde- 
termined fraction of the property is absorbed into the 
retail product during its manufacture. American 
Stores Packing Co. v. Peters ...........0 0. cc eeeee eens 
Section 43-201, R. S. Supp., 1976, which states that noth- 
ing in the Juvenile Court Act shall operate to deprive 
the District Courts of their chancery jurisdiction, does 
not limit the county court’s jurisdiction to determine 
the custody of a minor child whose custody was sub- 
ject to a preexisting District Court order where the 
county court’s jurisdiction was invoked by the county 
attorney acting to protect the child pursuant to section 
43-205, R. S. Supp., 1978. Schleuter v. McCuiston...... 
Where the language used in the statute is ambiguous, 
recourse should be had to the legislative purposes. 
School District of Murray v. Lancaster ................ 
Where because a statute is ambiguous it is necessary 
to construe it, the principal objective is to determine 
legislative intention. School District of Murray v. Lan- 
CASLE? eis sisi bec G aul toner MEGA Sees tae S Caos ea ea ee 
Legislative intent is the cardinal rule in the construc- 
tion of statutes. School District of Murray v. Lan- 
CASTOR 9.nisc wSecgicars a sis-atite paraetds Shy dlnaien: had ow Re EN 
A fundamental principle of statutory construction is to 
ascertain the legislative intent and to give it effect. 
School District of Murray v. Lancaster................ 
The reasons for the enactment of a statute and the pur- 
poses and objects of an act may be guides in an at- 
tempt to give effect to the main intent of the law- 
makers. School District of Murray v. Lancaster ...... 
When the literal wording of a statute leads to an absurd- 
ity or to an illogical or unjust conclusion, the inten- 
tion of the Legislature, as gathered from the entire 
act, will prevail. School District of Murray v. Lancas- 
MOT sites aie 6 eee snd Sesh ot ee ae BAA a eee ae Sele onions 
In construing a statute, the court must look to the ob- 
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ject to be accomplished, the evils and mischiefs sought 
to be remedied, or the purpose to be subserved, and 
place on it a reasonable or liberal construction which 
will best effect its purpose rather than one which will 
defeat it. School District of Murray v. Lancaster ..... 
Under the provisions of section 79-4,104, R. R. S. 1943, 
a territory’s proportionate share of any balance re- 
maining in the nonresident tuition fund is computed by 
determining the total amount paid into the fund by the 
territory and subtracting the amounts paid out of the 
fund on behalf of the territory. The balance, if any, 
constitutes the territory’s proportionate share in the 
fund which the territory is entitled to receive. School 
District of Murray v. Lancaster ...................005. 
It is the general rule that where a criminal statute is 
amended by mitigating the punishment after the com- 
mission of a prohibited act but before final judgment, 
the punishment is that provided by the amendatory 
act unless the Legislature has specifically provided 
otherwise. State v. Weinacht ....................00005 
Under the new Nebraska Criminal Code, sections 28-101 
to 28-1335, R. S. Supp., 1978, effective January 1, 1979, 
offenses committed before that date shall be construed 
and punished according to the provisions of law ex- 
isting at the time of the commission thereof, in the 
same manner as if the new criminal code had not been 
enacted. State v. Weinacht .......................00.. 
Under section 60-1429(2), R. R. S. 1943, change of owner- 
ship of a franchisee’s dealership is not good cause for 
termination of the franchise unless the franchisor 
proves that the change of ownership will be substan- 
tially detrimental to the distribution of franchisor’s 
motor vehicle in the community. S & T Motors v. Gen- 
eral Motors Corp. ........cccceseeene reece raneeeeeenenn 
Under section 60-1430, R. R. S. 1943, in the event of the 
sale or transfer of ownership of the franchisee’s dealer- 
ship by sale or transfer of the business, the franchisor 
shall give effect to such change in the franchise unless 
the transfer of the franchisee’s license under the act is 
denied or the new owner is unable to obtain a license. 
S & T Motors v. General Motors Corp. ...............4. 
The term ‘‘motor vehicle’ as used in section 60-1429(2), 
R. R. S. 1943, refers to the motor vehicles covered by 
the franchise and does not refer to all of the motor 
vehicles which a franchisor may distribute through 
various divisions and separate franchises. S & T Motors 
v. General Motors Corp. .............. cece cece eee eeee 
Under the provisions of section 43-209(5), R. R. S. 1943, 
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parental rights may be terminated where parents are 
unable to discharge parental responsibilities because of 
mental illness or mental deficiency, and there are 
reasonable grounds to believe that such conditions will 
exist for a prolonged, indeterminate period. State v. 
NOFWO0G!i i. i. daat eth auc epee Gite bl thhbetek dake hie 
An order to the prosecuting attorney under the pro- 
visions of section 29-1912, R. R. S. 1943, is not an appro- 
priate way for a defendant in a criminal case to pro- 
cure handwriting exemplars of third parties unless it 
be alleged that such exemplars are in the possession 
of the prosecutor and are relevant evidence in the 
prosecution. State v. Davis ........... 0.2.0.0... ee eee 
In post conviction proceedings under section 29-3001 
et seq., R. R. S. 1943, the District Court is the trier of 
disputed questions of fact and it is not ordinarily for 
the Supreme Court to determine questions of credibility. 
State *v.. Davis:i...c.8u cs cca d ties eraieei Diag Paap ale aigee als 
A party aggrieved by a verdict may move for a new 
trial upon the grounds that the verdict is ‘‘not sus- 
tained by sufficient evidence, or is contrary to law” 
as provided in section 25-1142, R. R. S. 1943, and the 
trial court has the power and authority to grant a new 
trial where such legal cause or reason therefor appears 
in the record and timely appropriate motions for a new 
trial have been filed, notwithstanding the fact that no 
preliminary motion for a directed verdict has been 
made. Lockhart v. Continental Cheese, Inc. .......... 
Under the provisions of section 24-537, R. S. Supp., 
1976, a motion to vacate a default judgment in the 
county court must be made within 30 days after such 
judgment is entered and in the manner therein pro- 
vided. Credit Bureau of Hastings, Inc. v. George ..... 
In order to suspend jurisdiction of a state court in a 
criminal proceeding it is necessary to file a petition 
for removal in the appropriate United States District 
Court, to give notice to the adverse parties, and to file 
a copy of such petition with the clerk of the state court, 
all as provided by 28 U.S.C. A., § 1446. Once this is ac- 
complished the state court shall proceed no further un- 
less and until the case is remanded. State v. Lehman. 
Under the provisions of section 75-315, R. R. S. 1943, 
the Nebraska Public Service Commission ‘may, upon 
complaint or on the Commission’s own initiative after 
notice and hearing, suspend, revoke, or change a cer- 
tificate of a common carrier for willful failure to com- 
ply with any of the provisions of sections 75-101 to 75-801, 
R. R. S. 1943. Neb. Public Service Commission v. 
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Grand Island Mov. & Stor. Co., Inc. ................-5. 356 
28. The term ‘willful failure,’’ as used in the statute giv- 

ing the Nebraska Public Service Commission juris- 

diction and authority to suspend, change, or revoke a 

certificate of public convenience and necessity for fail- 

ure to comply with the provisions of the Motor Car- 

rier Act, is such behavior through acts of commission 

or omission which justifies a belief that there was an 

intent entered into and characterizing the failure com- 

plained of. A failure through oversight to file the an- 

nual report required by section 75-116, R. R. S. 1943, 

would not justify the revocation of an authority. Neb. 

Public Service Commission v. Grand Island Mov. & 

StorCos“In@)5 8 ec esiwiasin fags oo aha Pies eas 356 
29. An act or failure to act within the provisions of section 

75-315, R. R. S. 1943, may be willful within the mean- 

ing of the statute even though a decision to cease opera- 

tions under the certificate may be the consequence 

of circumstances over which the carrier may have no 

absolute control such as financial failure. Neb. Public 

Service Commission v. Grand Island Mov. & Stor. Co., 

ING s3eio 6 ee eh ON ea ee ee ba Ea kek Mea ae eee 356 
30. A trustee in bankruptcy, receiver, custodian in posses- 

sion under a bankruptcy arrangement, etc., of a car- 

rier, has the rights in the certificate of convenience 

and necessity of the carrier which are provided by sec- 

tion 75-322, R. R. S. 1943, and these rights must be re- 

spected by the Nebraska Public Service Commission. 

Neb. Public Service Commission v. Grand Island Mov. 

& Stor: CoO.:INC iiss ha ee weals ae nee Mae Sea delay Poa eres 356 
31. The right of an individual to appeal an order of the 

State Board of Equalization and Assessment is re- 

stricted to one who has demonstrated to the State 

Board that he is a ‘‘person affected’’ by the order. 

Only a taxpayer is a ‘‘person affected.’’ § 77-510, R. R. 

S. 1943. DeCamp v. State Board of Equalization and 

ASSESSMENG 534 odode ones ca stele sad De ecg acee RO wees 366 
32. Under sections 14-101, 14-102, and 14-102.01, R. R. S. 

1943, the city of Omaha is given power by the State of 

Nebraska to enact ordinances relating to the safety 

and security of its citizens, and to impose fines, for- 

feitures, penalties, and imprisonment for the violation 

thereof. State v. Belitz ........... ccc cee eee ee eee 375 
33. Section 25.11.010, of the Omaha municipal code, and 

sections 28-408.01 to 28-408.05, R. R. S. 1943, the sexual 

assault felony statutes, define and constitute separate 

and distinct offenses under the law, notwithstanding 

they may encompass elements in common. State v. 


VOL. 203] INDEX 


34. 


35. 


36. 


37. 


38. 


39. 


40. 


41. 


Breit he eet hip nwt eein etna sin ete Feed BEE OSIE Bparsis dans 
Section 29-615, R. R. S. 1943, does not mandate that a 
municipal judge, engaged in the trial of an offense 
charged under section 25.11.010 of the Omaha munici- 
pal code, must immediately stop further proceedings 
and act as an examining magistrate to determine if 
the defendant must be charged under the sexual assault 
statutes of the state. State v. Belitz ................... 
‘‘Good cause shown’’ as used in section 30-2437, R. R. 8. 
1943, means to demonstrate a logical reason or legal 
ground, based on fact or law, why an otherwise final 
order of the county court should be vacated or mod- 
ified. DeVries v. Rix .......... cece cece cece een eee 
A motion to vacate or modify which is filed within 
the time limitation contemplated by section 30-2437, 
R. R. S. 1943, is similar in nature to a motion for a 
new trial in District Court, and the overruling of such 
motion is a fina] order itself which extends the 30-day 
appeal time from the entry of the original order com- 
plained of to the date upon which the motion to vacate 
or modify is overruled. DeVries v. Rix............... 
A statute is open to construction only where the lan- 
guage used requires interpretation or may reasonably 
be considered ambiguous. State ex rel. Halloran v. 
FIO W082 sczcisetys fete taal sie ile ecole wie de ony Saws Fea S 
A proviso which operates to limit the application of 
the provisions of a statute general in terms should be 
strictly construed and held to include no case not clearly 
within the purpose, letter, or express terms of the 
proviso. State ex rel. Halloran v. Hawes.............. 
The Legislature may make reasonable classifications 
of the objects of legislation for the purpose of legislat- 
ing with reference thereto. The power of classifica- 
tion rests with the Legislature and it will not be inter- 
fered with by the courts if real and substantial differ- 
ences exist which afford a rational basis for classifica- 
tion. State ex rel. Halloran v. Hawes ................. 
The requirement of section 81-513, R. R. S. 1943, that a 
certificate of a building contractor, licensed architect, 
or licensed engineer be procured by the State Fire 
Marshal before ordering the demolition of a build- 
ing applies only where the reason for destruction is 
other than fire protection. State Fire Marshal v. 
SchaneMan oie 5 ovsss ccs cee Gar ees v make Se ate enteeay | 
Actions instituted by the State Fire Marshal under 
section 81-517, R. R. S. 1943, are tried in the District 
Court and reviewed in this court as in equity. State 
Fire Marshal v. Schaneman ................:0.00eeeeee 
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The requirement imposed by section 27-613 (2), R. R. S. 
1943, that a witness be afforded an opportunity to ex- 
plain or deny a prior inconsistent statement does not 
apply to admissions or statements offered against a 
party to the action, if the admissions or statements 
were made by that party. Hyde v. Cleveland......... 
The duty of the board of county commissioners under 
section 39-1716, R. R. S. 1943, to lay out a public road, 
upon a showing that the statutory conditions of sec- 
tion 39-1713, R. R. S. 1943, exist, is ministerial. Single- 
ton v. Kimball County Board of Commissioners ....... 
The petitioners for the transfer of land from one school 
district to another school district have the burden of 
proving by a preponderance of the evidence each of the 
statutory requirements for such transfer provided in 
section 79-403 (1), R. R. S. 1943. Roelfs v. Specht...... 
Section 16-667, R. R. S. 1943, as it existed in 1975, 
authorized a city of the first class to create a water 
district to extend water service within the city limits 
without giving notice of the creation of the district to 
property owners affected. First Assembly of God 
Church v. City of Scottsbluff ............... ccc eee eee 
Reasonable attorney’s fees may properly be awarded 
in actions upon insurance policies under section 44-359, 
R. R. S. 1943. The amount to be allowed rests in the 
sound discretion of the court, considering the elements 
of the amount involved, the responsibility assumed, 
the questions of law raised, the time and labor neces- 
sarily required in the performance of duties, the pro- 
fessional diligence and skill required, and the result of 
the services performed. Herrera v. American Standard 
TNS CO i a sge eo Saas ea Bh os toe eet a So alien a eayee cag esa Ogle ade B00 SS 
For purposes of determining the value of the property 
alleged to have been stolen, the value of money or prop- 
erty stolen by a series of acts from the same person 
may be aggregated. § 28-506, R. R. S. 1943. State v. 
MAYS oiisied cl Sa ease sng tan emirariardneet n4)0R Oo darenide oihieon 
Sections 43-202 and 43-209, R. S. Supp., 1978, which, 
respectively, define parental responsibilities and pre- 
scribe the conditions under which parental rights may 
be terminated, are sufficiently definite and are not void 
for vagueness. The constitutional requirement that 
statutory language must be reasonably certain or be 
held void for vagueness is satisfied by the use of or- 
dinary terms which find adequate interpretation in 
common usage and understanding; the due process 
clause requires that the law give sufficient warning of 
conduct which is forbidden but it does not require a 
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precise checklist of parental responsibilities and pro- 
hibited behavior. State v. Metteer ..................2. 
Section 43-209, R. S. Supp., 1978, is not void because it 
allows the judge to consider the circumstances of in- 
dividual cases in determining whether to terminate 
parental rights. State v. Metteer ................000- 
The State has a compelling interest in protecting minor 
children from abuse and neglect, and that interest may 
be implemented by statutes such as sections 43-202 
and 43-209, R. S. Supp., 1978. State v. Metteer......... 
The county board is vested with general supervision 
and control of the public roads located in its county 
as provided in section 39-1402, R. R. S. 1943. Art-Kraft 
Signs, Inc. v. County of Hall ........... 0... e cece eee 
The statutory definition of public roads makes no dis- 
tinction between county roads and township roads for 
the general purposes prescribed in section 39-1402, 
R. R. S. 1943. Art-Kraft Signs, Inc. v. County of Hall 
The classification of a vehicle as a truck-tractor under 
section 39-602, R. S. Supp., 1978, is not changed by the 
addition of a box to the vehicle if the design and pri- 
mary use of the vehicle is to draw other vehicles, and 
any load carried by the truck-tractor, other than a part 
of the weight of the vehicle and the load so drawn, is 
merely incidental to its primary use. State v. Speicher 
and. Herrick 221). acetic Signy bn ue BSR ees hae dad 
The statute of limitations for an action based on alleged 
deficiencies in improvements to real property does not 
run during the time when the plaintiff reasonably 
could not discover the existence of the cause of ac- 
tion. § 25-223, R. S. Supp., 1978. Grand Island School 
Dist. #2 v. Celotex Corp. ... 0. ccc ccc cee ences 
An action grounded in tort must be commenced within 
4 years of accrual of the cause of action. § 25-207 (3), 
R. R. S. 1943. Grand Island School Dist. #2 v. Celotex 
COMP. eenlies Selb iae eh ae eae aires a ae lig eee eS 559 
An action based on breach of an implied contract must 
be commenced within 4 years of accrual of the cause 
of action. § 25-206, R. R. S. 1943. Grand Island School 
Dist. #2 v. Celotex Corp. 20... . cece cece eee eet eeee 
An action based on breach of a written contract must 
be commenced within 5 years of accrual of the cause 
of action. § 25-205, R. R. S. 1943. Grand Island School 
Dist. #2 v. Celotex Corp. ....... cc cece cece ee eee eee 
While it is not mandatory that the county court ap- 
point as personal representative of the estate the person 
or persons nominated in a will, it is required that the 
court adhere to all of the applicable provisions of sec- 
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tion 30-2412, R. R. S. 1943, in making an appointment. 
Schissler v. Foote ......... 0.2... c cence cee ee eens 
The authorization for special assessment for street 
improvements found at sections 18-2001 to 18-2003, 
R. R. S. 1943, does not extend to a street section al- 
ready paved. Turner v. City of North Platte .......... 
Under section 25-301, R. R. S. 1948, every action must 
be prosecuted in the name of the real party in interest, 
except as otherwise provided in section 25-304, R. R. 8. 
19438. Redding v. Gibbs ............ cece cece eee eee 
Prohibition by the Legislature of operation of race- 
track messenger services bears a reasonable relation- 
ship to the legitimate State interest in the regulation 
of gambling. No constitutional provision renders such 
prohibition unlawful. § 2-1221, R. R. 8. 1943. Pegasus 
of Omaha, Inc. v. State ...... cee cece ee eee eee 
All appropriations for water must be for some bene- 
ficial or useful purpose, and when the appropriator or 
his successor in interest ceases to use it for such pur- 
pose the right ceases. § 46-229, R. R. S. 1943. Hostetler 
Vi State: 6 )en cis pid eee oe Neaneere Weide aes tase ae denne 
If it shall appear that any water appropriation has not 
been used for some beneficial or useful purpose, or 
having been so used at one time has ceased to be 
used for such purpose for more than 3 years, the De- 
partment of Water Resources shall appoint a place and 
time of hearing, and shall serve notice upon the own- 
ers of such water appropriation or such ditch, canal, 
or other diverting works to show cause, by such time 
and at such place, why the water appropriation owned 
by such person should not be declared forfeited and 
annulled because such water appropriation had not 
been used for more than 3 years prior to receiving 
such notice, and shall also serve such notice upon the 
landowners under such water appropriation, ditch, or 
canal. § 46-229.02, R. R. S. 1943. Hostetler v. State .... 
If a statutory classification has some reasonable basis 
it does not offend the Constitution simply because the 
classification is not made with mathematical nicety or 
because in practice it results in some inequality. A 
statutory discrimination will not be set aside if any set 
of facts reasonably may be conceived to justify it. 
Elliott v. Ehrlich ......... 0... ccc cee cee eee eee eens 
Welfare benefits are a matter of statutory entitlement 
for persons qualified to receive them and refusal or 
termination involves state action that adjudicates im- 
portant rights. Elliott v. Ehrlich ..............-..4--- 
Section 33-139, R. S. Supp., 1978, does not authorize the 
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67. 


68. 


69. 


payment of $20 per day to a material witness during 
the time that he is confined while he is unable to post 
bond. Cochran v. County of Lincoln ................... 
A general statute providing for witness fees cannot be 
construed to include or to authorize payment of such 
fees to any person detained by court order while wait- 
ing for the trial to take place. Cochran v. County of 
LAN GCOUN: 2a ise sindie Bo anes EN Sie AON aoe OE iad a ES Gras IE area 
Where the words of a statute are plain, direct, and 
unambiguous, no interpretation is needed to ascertain 
the meaning. It is not within the province of a court 
to read a meaning into a statute that is not warranted 
by the legislative language. Neither is it within the 
province of a court to read anything plain, direct, and 
unambiguous out of a statute. Cochran v. County of 
DIN COMM  ecie ciaee igs eee PES LEE ia etd Teese ee ee ss ere geo es 
The right of a witness to compensation is purely 
statutory since at common law no witness fees were 
paid. A statute not providing for payment of fees to 
witnesses in criminal and other cases does not on that 
account infringe the constitutional provision against 
taking property for public use, against taking prop- 
erty without due process of law, or against demand- 
ing a man’s particular services without just compensa- 
tion. Cochran v. County of Lincoln .................... 


Stop and Check. 


1. 


Except where there is at least articulable and reason- 
able suspicion that a motorist is unlicensed or that an 
automobile is not registered, or that either the vehicle 
or an occupant is otherwise subject to seizure for a 
violation of law, stopping an automobile and detaining 
the driver in order to check his driver’s license and the 
registration of the automobile are unreasonable under 
the Fourth Amendment to the Constitution of the United 
States. State v. Kretchmar ................. 002s eeee 
A state may develop acceptable methods for spot check- 
ing the validity of motor vehicle registrations and op- 
erators’ licenses that involve little intrusion or do not 
involve the unconstrained exercise of discretion. Ques- 
tioning of all oncoming traffic at roadblock-type stops 
is one acceptable alternative. State v. Kretchmar.... 


Streets and Alleys. 


a 


Validity of special assessment for street improvement 
was properly challenged by petition in error timely 
filed after appearance before city council sitting as 
board of equalization. Turner v. City of North Platte 
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The authorization for special assessment for street 
improvements found at sections 18-2001 to 18-2003, R. R. 
S. 1943, does not extend to a street section already 
paved. Turner v. City of North Platte ................ 
The legislative power and authority delegated to a city 
to construct local improvements and levy assessments 
for payments thereof is to be strictly construed and 
every reasonable doubt as to the extent or limitation 
of such power and authority is resolved against the city 
and in favor of the taxpayer. Turner v. City of North 
Platte: ose tessa Gite ides bist tence gehen aswes cae 
Where special assessments against property to pay the 
costs of paving are void, knowledge of the proceed- 
ings and of the construction of the improvement will 
not estop the owner from avoiding liability therefor, 
and they cannot be enforced solely on the ground of 
the benefits of the improvements to the owners of abut- 
ting lots or lands. Turner v. City of North Platte ...... 


Summary Judgments. 


1. 


The moving party is not entitled to summary judg- 
ment except where there exists no genuine issue as to 
any material fact and where under the facts he is en- 
titled to judgment as a matter of law. Summary judg- 
ment is an extreme remedy and should be awarded 
only when the issue is clear beyond all doubt. Any rea- 
sonable doubt touching the existence of a material issue 
of fact must be resolved against the moving party. 
Upon a motion for summary judgment the court ex- 
amines the evidence, not to decide any issue of fact, 
but to discover if any real issue of fact exists. Crnko- 
Vich Vv. Scalettai-ci. ociccchcieiet ne 6b a. site aes Polen whate ees 
Summary judgment is proper where there is no genuine 
issue of material fact and the moving party is entitled 
to judgment. Miller v. Westwood Homes, Inc......... 
Where pleadings and evidence presented conclusively 
indicate that the statute of limitations has run, sum- 
mary judgment is appropriate. Grand Island Schoal 
Dist. #2 v. Celotex Corp. .......... 2c cece eee ene eee 


Sugrreme Court. 


1. 


Except where jurisdiction is involved, this court will 
consider on appeal only questions which have been 
presented to and passed upon by the trial court. State 
V. DenMans. bio cuitoies sociticn se acg ets SOE Se Fuioos HERS 
Consideration of the cause in this court is generally 
limited to errors assigned and discussed. Grand Is- 
land School Dist. #2 v. Celotex Corp. .................-- 


706 


706 


706 


22 


29 


559 


341 


559 


VoL. 203] INDEX 


3. 


Sureties. 


Taxation. 


The 1972 decision of the United States Supreme Court 
in Fuentes v. Shevin, 407 U. S. 67, 92 S. Ct. 1983, 32 L. 
Ed. 2d 556, will not be applied retroactively to a re- 
plevin action commenced in 1967. Peck v. Augustin 
Bross (COs: sii aes Si et bd Rercdow oni neta ba ahd sheeo dite 


The order and decree of the county court as to the amount 


due from the guardian to his ward upon the final ac- 
counting and settlement of the guardian is final and 
conclusive upon the sureties on the guardian’s bond, 
both as to the bond entered into upon his appointment 
or for any bond he may have been required to give 
under a license to sell his ward’s real estate. Feltz v. 
Universal Surety Co. .......... 00... cee cee cee eee eee 


Where the primary function of tangible personal prop- 
erty is to aid in the production of goods which are man- 
ufactured for ultimate retail sale, the property will 
not be exempt from the use tax as defined by section 
77-2702(20), R. R. S. 1943, merely because some unde- 
termined fraction of the property is absorbed into the 
retail product during its manufacture. American Stores 
Packing Co. v. Peters .......-.... 22 cece eee veneers 
The power to equalize property valuations between 
counties is vested in the State Board of Equalization 
and Assessment. The sole method of review in this 
court is by appeal. DeCamp v. State Board of Equali- 
zation and Assessment ........... 0.2.00 c cece eee eee 
The right of an individual to appeal an order of the 
State Board of Equalization and Assessment is re- 
stricted to one who has demonstrated to the State Board 
that he is a ‘‘person affected’’ by the order. Only a 
taxpayer is a ‘‘person affected.’’ § 77-510, R. R. S. 1943. 
DeCamp v. State Board of Equalization and Assess- 
MONE cide ae ca eeu les ads eee eb aead Sada ebeoe 
Where appeal is the sole method of review, failure to 
allege essential elements of standing to the State Board 
of Equalization and Assessment may not be corrected 
by affidavit in this court. DeCamp v. State Board of 
Equalization and Assessment ................. eee sees 
Public hearings, and notice thereof, are a prerequisite 
to an order changing valuations by the State Board of 
Equalization and Assessment. While an appearance 
might properly be made in some manner other than 
personal appearance, it must be made within the time 
limits legally set by the State Board. DeCamp v. 
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State Board of Equalization and Assessment .......... 
In the execution of the power to tax, the taxing officers 
must be able to show legislative authority for every 
levy of taxes. Turner v. City of North Platte .......... 
It is constitutionally required that there be notice to the 
property owners of a special assessment and an oppor- 
tunity to contest the amount and validity of the assess- 
ment before it becomes a charge on the property. 
Turner v. City of North Platte .................0 eee eee 
Validity of special assessment for street improvement 
was properly challenged by petition in error timely 
filed after appearance before city council sitting as 
board of equalization. Turner v. City of North Platte .. 
The authorization for special assessment for street 
improvements found at sections 18-2001 to 18-2003, R. R. 
S. 1943, does not extend to a street section already 
paved. Turner v. City of North Platte ................ 
The legislative power and authority delegated to a city 
to construct local improvements and levy assessments 
for payments thereof is to be strictly construed and 
every reasonable doubt as to the extent or limitation 
of such power and authority is resolved against the 
city and in favor of the taxpayer. Turner v. City of 
North. Platte: 2 i005 caesar coda eatin a Pe eee he oe es 48 
Where special assessments against property to pay the 
costs of paving are void, knowledge of the proceed- 
ings and of the construction of the improvement will 
not estop the owner from avoiding liability therefor, 
and they cannot be enforced solely on the ground of 
the benefits of the improvements to the owners of abut- 
ting lots or lands. Turner v. City of North Platte...... 


Tax Evasion. 


Time. 


A complaint that accused willfully attempted to evade an 


income tax or the payment thereof without specifying 
the means employed to attempt such evasion, does 
not include on its face the crime of filing a false re- 
turn. State v. Forbes ............ 0. cece eee eee eee 


One who claims title by adverse possession must 
prove by a preponderance of the evidence that he has 
been in actual, continuous, exclusive, notorious, and 
adverse possession under claim of ownership for a full 
period of 10 years. Rentschler v. Walnofer............ 
Title may not be granted or quieted on the theory of ad- 
verse possession in the absence of proof of exclusive 
possession for a purpose to which the land is adapted 
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for the statutory period of 10 years. Rentschler v. 

Wa lnolere -siiiiicgciead GMa Wend OR Oe Rw ea ea a ee be. RG 84 
3. A notice of appeal filed after the trial court has an- 

nounced its decision, but before a judgment has been 

rendered or entered, is effective to confer jurisdiction 

on this court if the notice of appeal shows on its face 

that it relates to the decision which has been announced 

by the trial court and the record shows that a judg- 

ment was subsequently rendered or entered in accord- 

ance with the decision which was announced and to 

which the notice of appeal relates. Dale Electronics, 

Inc. v. Federal Ins. Co. .......... eee eee ene 133 
4. A motion for new trial filed after the trial court has 

announced its decision, but before a judgment has 

been rendered or entered, is effective and does not 

constitute a nullity if the record shows that the mo- 

tion for new trial relates to the decision which has been 

announced by the trial court and the record shows that 

a judgment was subsequently rendered or entered in 

accordance with the decision which was announced and 

to which the motion for new trial relates. Pfeiffer v. 

Pieiiter ai cicih ici ca elest eon eee aderare oe aa ate wavelets wees 137 
5. Under the Uniform Commercial Code rejection of 

goods must be within a reasonable time after their 

delivery or tender. It is ineffective unless the buyer 

seasonably notifies the seller. Fabricators, Inc. v. 

Farmers Elevator, Inc. ........... 0. cc ccee cece eee eenns 150 
6. Under the Uniform Commercial Code acceptance of 

goods occurs when the buyer fails to make an effec- 

tive rejection if the buyer has had a reasonable oppor- 

tunity to inspect the goods. Fabricators, Inc. v. Farm- 

ers Blevator, Inc. .... 0... cece cece cece teen cent ceees 150 
7. A cause of action accrues and the statute of limita- 

tions begins to run when an aggrieved party has a 

right to start and maintain a suit. T. S. McShane Co., 

Inc. v. Dominion Constr. Co. ........ 0... cece ec ene 318 
8. The statute of limitations begins to run against a cause 

of action to recover the purchase price or value of goods 

sold and delivered at the time of their delivery unless 

there is some agreement as to the time and manner ~ 

of payment different from that which the law implies, 

which is, payment shall be made in cash on delivery. 

If a term of credit is given to the buyer, the statute 

begins to run when, and only when, the period of credit 

has expired. T. S. McShane Co., Inc. v. Dominion 

CONSEM.. COs fis ca eels dhe Se as Ach BRIE earn etacde Seaare auase RHE oases 318 
9. The latest item of a continuous account removes prior 

items from the operation of the statute of limitations. 
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Transactions may be independent because of special 
contracts, long intervals, or other circumstances. 
T. S. McShane Co., Inc. v. Dominion Constr. Co. ....... 
Under the provisions of section 24-537, R. S. Supp., 
1976, a motion to vacate a default judgment in the 
county court must be made within 30 days after such 
judgment is entered and in the manner therein pro- 
vided. Credit Bureau of Hastings, Inc. v. George..... 
A trial court may, in the exercise of its discretion, 
permit the names of witnesses to be endorsed upon an 
information before or after the trial has begun when 
there is no showing of prejudice. State v. Lehman.... 
Ordinarily a party in privity with a party to an action, 
in the sense that he will be bound by the judgment, 
is one who acquired his interest after commencement 
of the action or rendition of the judgment. Neb. Pub- 
lic Service Commission v. Grand Island Mov. & Stor. 
COsf TNCs eek es hai en Mads ee asaeng Pet as 
Public hearings, and notice thereof, are a prerequisite 
to an order changing valuations Ly the State Board of 
Equalization and Assessment. While an appearance 
might properly be made in some manner other than 
personal appearance, it must be made within the time 
limits legally set by the State Board. DeCamp v. State 
Board ot Equalization and Assessment ................ 
A motion to vacate or modify which is filed within the 
time limitation contemplated by section 30-2437, R. R. 8. 
1943, is similar in nature to a motion for a new trial in 
District Court, and the overruling of such motion is a 
final order itself which extends the 30-day appeal time 
from the entry of the original order complained of to 
the date upon which the motion to vacate or modify is 
overruled. DeVries v. Rix ....... cc cece cence teenies 
Where the evidence does not affirmatively show that a 
building is beyond reasonable repair, the order of the 
State Fire Marshal should be in the alternative, to wit, 
to make needed specified repairs within a fixed per- 
iod of time, or, upon failure to so do, to direct the demo- 
lition of the building. State Fire Marshal v. Schane- 
Man) cst ee ee ee PEE area ak bog dub ee dtl 
Ordinarily, a statute of limitations begins to run as 
soon as the plaintiff has a right to bring suit. This is 
true even though the plaintiff may be ignorant of the 
existence of the cause of action. Grand Island School 
Dist. #2 v. Celotex Corp. .......... 00. cee eee 
The statute of limitations for an action based on al- 
leged deficiencies in improvements to real property 
does not run during the time when the plaintiff rea- 
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18. 


19. 


20. 


21. 


22. 


23. 


24. 


25. 


26. 


sonably could not discover the existence of the cause of 
action. § 25-228, R. S. Supp., 1978. Grand Island School 
Dist. #2 v. Celotex Corp. ......... 26. cece eee eee 
It is competent for the Legislature to change statutes 
subject to the limitation that an action already barred 
may not be revived and that an action may not be 
unreasonably cut off. The applicable statute of limita- 
tions is the one in force at the time the suit is brought. 
Grand Island School Dist. #2 v. Celotex Corp. .......... 
An action for breach of warranty in the sale of goods 
must be commenced within 4 years of tender of de- 
livery. Failure to discover the breach prevents the 
running of the statute only when the warranty explicitly 
extends to future performance. § 2-725, U.C.C. Grand 
Island School Dist. #2 v. Celotex Corp. ...........-0006- 
An action grounded in tort must be commenced within 
4 years of accrual of the cause of action. § 25-207 (3), 
R. R. S. 1943. Grand Island School Dist. #2 v. Celotex 
COLD? ihe estila a aides wien Le ed iad Hiealo eke oe chek 3 eee 
An action based on breach of an implied contract must 
be commenced within 4 years of accrual of the cause of 
action. § 25-206, R. R. S. 1943. Grand Island School 
Dist. #2 v. Celotex Corp. 2.0.0.0... cece cect cece eee eeen 
An action based on breach of a written contract must 
be commenced within 5 years of accrual of the cause 
of action. § 25-205, R. R. S. 1943. Grand Island School 
Dist. #2 v. Celotex Corp. 2.0.0... cc cece cece eee e eens 
An option does not constitute an estate or interest in 
land but it is a mere right of election to accept or reject 
a present offer within the time and upon the terms 
designated. Commuter Developments and Investments, 
Ine. Vs Grameen... cds co wiesee oe tignls Cowie Sead eee aed 
An act within the meaning of the Nebraska Mental 
Health Commitment Act is ‘‘recent’’ if the time inter- 
val between it and the hearing of the mental health 
board is not greater than that which would indicate 
processing of the complaint was carried on with rea- 
sonable diligence under the circumstances existing, 
having due regard for the rights and welfare of the al- 
leged mentally ill dangerous person and the protec- 
tion of society in general. Hill v. County Board of 
Mental Health ........ ccc cece cece e eens 
A cause of action in contract accrues at the time of the 
breach or failure to do the thing agreed to, irrespec- 
tive of any knowledge on the part of the plaintiff or 
of any actual injury occasioned him, but not until then. 
Hooker and Heft v. Estate of Weinberger .............. 
An anticipatory breach of contract is one committed 
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before the time has come when there is a present duty 
of performance and is the outcome of words or actions 
evincing an intention to refuse performance in the 
future. Hooker and Heft v. Estate of Weinberger ..... 
Where a party bound by an executory contract repudi- 
ates his obligation before the time for performance, 
the promisee has an option to treat the contract as 
ended so far as further performance is concerned and 
to maintain an action at once for damages occasioned 
by such anticipatory breach. Hooker and Heft v. Es- 
tate of Weinberger ............ cece eee eee 
A suit brought in small claims court and transferred 
to the regular docket of the municipal court prior to the 
time set for hearing in the small claims court shall be 
subject to all of the provisions of law and rules of court 
applicable to proceedings in municipal court. State ex 
rel. Simpson v. Vondrasek ............. 0... ceeeee eens 
A municipal court rule which provides that a party 
desiring a jury trial in a civil case must demand the 
same in writing on or before the answer day refers 
to the answer date as established in the municipal 
court after the transfer of the case from the small 
claims court and not to the ‘‘appearance”’ date specified 
in the notice to the defendant in the small claims court. 
State ex rel. Simpson v. Vondrasek .................... 
If it shall appear that any water appropriation has 
not been used for some beneficial or useful purpose, 
or having been so used at one time has ceased to be 
used for such purpose for more than 3 years, the De- 
partment of Water Resources shall appoint a place and 
time of hearing, and shall serve notice upon the own- 
ers of such water appropriation or such ditch, canal, 
or other diverting works to show cause, by such time 
and at such place, why the water appropriation owned 
by such person should not be declared forfeited and 
annulled because such water appropriation had not 
been used for more than 3 years prior to receiving 
such notice, and shall also serve such notice upon the 
landowners under such water appropriation, ditch, or 
canal. § 46-229.02, R. R. S. 1943. Hostetler v. State .... 
Where irrigation water has not been applied to the 
lands described in the adjudicated appropriation for 
the statutory period of 3 years, such nonuse, unless 
excused for some valid reason, will result in the loss of 
the right and the Department of Water Resources may 
cancel the appropriation in whole or in part. Hostetler 
Vi UAL to 2c utes onan inate sapeaiaa SeehGuew Bmmaege teins akestnd 
A decree of dissolution of marriage settling and divid- 
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Torts. 


Trespass. 
1. 


Trial. 


33. 


ing the property of the parties is not subject to appel- 
late review respecting such division and assignment of 
property unless appeal is taken therefrom within the 
time provided by statute. When final it is res judicata 
as to the parties on the award and assignment of 
property therein provided. White v. White............ 
A trial court may, in the exercise of its discretion, 
permit the names of witnesses to be endorsed upon an 
information before or after the trial has begun where 
there is no showing of prejudice to the rights of the 
defendant. State v. Nielsen ................ cee eee nee 


The common law doctrine of interspousal tort immunity 
pronounced in Emerson v. Western Seed & Irrigation 
Co., 116 Neb. 180, 216 N. W. 297 (1927), is abrogated. 
Imig (Vi Maren ci cant assis oiteantan aubwa eee eee 
The personal representative of a decedent may main- 
tain a wrongful death action based on the alleged neg- 
ligence of decedent’s spouse. Imig v. March.......... 


Where a trespass is committed by an independent con- 
tractor, the other party to the contract is not liable for 
the trespass unless such other party controls the work 
or authorizes the specific act. Crnkovich v. Scaletta .. 
A policy of insurance undertaking to pay damages be- 


-cause of injury to or destruction of property caused 


by accident does not cover damages caused by the tres- 
pass of the policyholder upon the land of another when 
the damage is the natural result of the intentional act 
of the policyholder. Foxley & Co. v. United States Fi- 
delity & Guaranty Co. 2.0.0... cee cece eee ee 


A motion for leave to file an amended answer, par- 
ticularly after the matter is submitted, is addressed to 
the sound discretion of the trial court. Miller v. West- 
wood Homes, Ine. ....... ccc ccc c cece e cnet nec censane 
In determining whether the evidence supports the find- 
ings of the trial court in an action at law where a jury 
has been waived, the evidence must be considered in 
the light most favorable to the successful party, all 
conflicts must be resolved in his favor, and he is en- 
titled to the benefit of every inference that can reason- 
ably be deduced from the evidence. Fabricators, Inc. 
v. Farmers Elevator, Inc. .......... 0... ceeee eae en eenes 
The judgment of the trial court in an action at law 
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where a jury has been waived has the effect of a ver- 
dict of a jury and it will not be set aside on appeal un- 
less clearly wrong. Fabricators, Inc. v. Farmers Ele- 
VACOR. THE’ ics exe hanced eno es weeds Rees Oa Ca eee 
Error may not be predicated upon a ruling excluding 
evidence without making an offer of proof as to what 
the excluded evidence may have been. Schwartz v. 
SOIVA RS: 6 2.550 oie Son 6 cis ivess-tiy Hig efi SE sin te dne aEDG oa dae 04 ove RTS 
In an appeal from a decree of dissolution of marriage, 
this court, in reaching its own findings, will give 
weight to the fact that the trial court observed the 
witnesses and their manner of testifying and accepted 
one version of the facts rather than the opposite. Brus 
Mi BYus7g if0 need eh Pen, Reda eee AB SESS SS oe ie 
In determining the question of whether the evidence is 
sufficient to submit the issues of negligence and con- 
tributory negligence to the jury, a party is entitled to 
have all conflicts in the evidence resolved in her favor 
and the benefit of every reasonable inference that may 
be deduced from the evidence, and if reasonable minds 
might draw different conclusions from a set of facts 
thus resolved in favor of a party, the issues of negli- 
gence and contributory negligence are for the jury. 
Swiler v. Baker’s Super Market, Inc. .................. 
Negligence is a question of fact and may be proven 
by circumstantial evidence and physical facts. How- 
ever, the law requires that the facts and circum- 
stances proved, together with the inferences that may 
properly be drawn therefrom, indicate with a reason- 
able certainty the negligent act charged. Swiler v. 
Baker’s Super Market, Inc. ............... cc eeeeee eens 
A court will not interfere on appeal with the convic- 
tion based upon evidence unless it is so lacking in pro- 
bative force that the court can say as a matter of law 
that it is insufficient to support a verdict of guilt beyond 
a reasonable doubt. State v. Meadows ................ 
Even after the issues have been made up, it is within 
the sound judicial discretion of the trial judge to per- 
mit amendments to the pleadings in the furtherance of 
justice. Tilden v. Beckmann ......................0.- 
For a question of constitutionality of a statute to be con- 
sidered in this court, it must be properly raised in the 
trial court or it will be deemed waived. State Fire 
Marshal v. Schaneman ...................0cceeeeeeeee 
Questions not presented to or passed upon by the trial 
court will not be considered on appeal. State Fire Mar- 
shal v. Schaneman ................ ec cece eee cee e eee eens 
If the trial court views the premises, it is required to 
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13. 


14. 


15. 


16. 


17. 


Trusts. 


consider any competent and relevant facts revealed 
thereby; and, similarly, a duty is imposed on this court, 
on review of the findings made by the trial court, to 
give consideration to the fact that the trial court did 
view the premises. State Fire Marshal v. Schaneman 
In a trial] de novo on the record, it is the obligation of 
the District Court to reach an independent conclusion 
without reference to the decision of the county court, 
with the caveat that where the evidence is in irrecon- 
cilable conflict, the District Court should consider the 
lower court’s opportunity to observe the witnesses and 
their manner of testifying. Hyde v.Cleveland ........ 
Ordinarily the order of proof is a matter in the discre- 
tion of the trial court and error cannot be successfully 
asserted on account of any irregularity therein; preju- 
dice in such case should first appear. Hyde v. Cleveland 
In a mandamus action, findings of fact by the trlal 
court upon conflicting evidence will not be disturbed on 
appeal unless clearly wrong. Singleton v. Kimball 
County Board of Commissioners ................00000. 
Where during the trial of a case, both parties treat an 
affirmative defense as denied, it will be so considered 
in this court, although plaintiff did not file a reply. 
Kurkowski v. Bailey ......... 0.0... ccc e cece cee eens 
Where a party has sustained the burden and expense of 
a trial and has succeeded in securing the judgment of a 
jury on the facts in issue, he has a right to keep the 
benefit of that verdict unless there is prejudicial error 
in the proceedings by which it was secured. Foreman 
& Clark of Nebraska, Inc. v. City of Omaha ........... 


An agreement to devise and bequeath property is, where 


supported by consideration, valid and enforceable. In 
such a case, equity will impress a trust upon the prop- 
erty, which trust will follow it into the hands of the per- 
sonal representatives of the promisor or into the hands 
of a grantee who has not given consideration for the 
conveyance. Allenv. Mayo .................. 0... e eee 


Undue Influence. 


A person asserting the exercise of undue influence on a 


decedent must prove that the decedent was subject to 
such influence; that there existed an opportunity to 
exercise such influence; that there was a disposition to 
exercise such influence; and, that the result appears to 
be the effect of such influence. Tilden v. Beckmann 


999 


413 


420 


420 


429 


582 


746 


602 


293 


1000 


INDEX [VOL. 203 


Uniform Commercial Code. 


1. 


Usury. 


Under the provisions of section 9-105(1)(d), U. C. C., 
the owner of the collateral subject to a security interest 
is a debtor, and the filing of a financing statement not 
signed by the owner of the collateral described in the fi- 
nancing statement is not sufficient to perfect the se- 
curity interest. Southwest Bank of Omaha v. Moritz .. 
Under the provisions of the Uniform Commercial Code, 
a ‘“‘sale’’ consists of the passing of title from the seller 
to the buyer for a price. Unless otherwise explicitly 
agreed, where delivery is to be made without moving 
the goods, if the goods at the time of contracting are al- 
ready identified and no documents are to be delivered, 
the title passes at the time and place of contracting. 
Southwest Bank of Omaha v. Moritz ................... 
Under the Uniform Commercial Code rejection of 
goods must be within a reasonable time after their de- 
livery or tender. It is ineffective unless the buyer sea- 
sonably notifies the seller. Fabricators, Inc. v. Farm- 
ers Elevator, Inc. ........... 0c ccc cece eee ee 
Under the Uniform Commercial Code acceptance of 
goods occurs when the buyer fails to make an effective 
rejection if the buyer has had a reasonable opportunity 
to inspect the goods. Fabricators, Inc. v. Farmers 
Blevator; Ines .2.s0n heehee Nes eee eielda ys Melee nas 
An action for breach of warranty in the sale of goods 
must be commenced within 4 years of tender of de- 
livery. Failure to discover the breach prevents the 
running of the statute only when the warranty ex- 
plicitly extends to future performance. § 2-725, U.C.C. 
Grand Island School Dist. #2 v. Celotex Corp. .......... 
An implied warranty cannot ‘‘explicitly’’ extend to fu- 
ture performance. § 2-725, U. C. C. Grand Island 
School Dist. #2 v. Celotex Corp. ..........-. 0. seen eeneee 
A cash seller of cattle may reclaim the cattle from the 
buyer where the buyer dishonors the draft drawn on the 
buyer by the seller pursuant to the understanding of the 
parties. Peck v. Augustin Bros. Co. ................... 


Where, in the process of liquidating and terminating the 


business of an installment loan licensee, a legal and 
valid installment loan obligation is assigned to a credi- 
tor of the licensee in satisfaction of an indebtedness of 
the licensee, the assignee acquires all the right, title, 
and interest of the licensee and may sue for, collect, 
and receive any lawful rate of interest provided for in 
the installment loan agreement although the assignee 
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does not have a license to engage in the installment 
loan business. Bateman v. Liggett .................... 


Vendor and Purchaser. 


Verdicts. 
1. 


9. 


Where judgment is recovered against one who has 


agreed to sell land but made no deed nor received the 
whole of the purchase money, it is a lien on the ven- 
dor’s interest in the land. Monroe v. Lincoln City Em- 
ployees Credit Union ..................... 00. e eee eee 


The verdict of a jury will not be disturbed unless it is 
clearly wrong. Reicheneker v. Seward ............... 
Instructions should be considered together so that they 
may be properly understood, and when, as an entire 
charge, they properly submit the issues to the jury, the 
verdict will not be set aside. Reicheneker v. Seward 
When the evidence viewed most favorably for plaintiff 
fails to disclose the existence of gross negligence, the 
trial court is obligated to sustain a motion to direct a 
verdict for the defendant. Wagner v. Mines ........... 
A motion for a directed verdict is treated as an admis- 
sion of the truth of all material and relevant evidence 
submitted on behalf of the party against whom the mo- 
tion is directed. Schwartz v. Selvage ................. 
Directing a verdict is proper only when there is a com- 
plete absence of probative facts to support a judgment 
or verdict in favor of the party against whom the ver- 
dict is directed. Schwartz v.Selvage ................. 
A court will not interfere on appeal with the conviction 
based upon evidence unless it is so lacking in probative 
force that the court can say as a matter of law that it is 
insufficient to support a verdict of guilt beyond a rea- 
sonable doubt. State v. Meadows ..................... 
For the purpose of evaluating a motion for a directed 
verdict or a dismissal of a cause of action, all doubt 
must be resolved in favor of the party against whom 
the verdict or dismissal is urged. The truth of all evi- 
dence he has submitted must be assumed and he must 
be given the benefit of all inferences therefrom. The 
question must be whether, in view of these assump- 
tions, the jury could properly bring in a verdict in his 
favor. Jones v. Foutch ............ 0... cece cece ene ee 
The findings of a court in a law action in which a jury is 
waived have the effect of a verdict of a jury and will 
not be disturbed on appeal unless clearly wrong. T. S. 
McShane Co., Inc. v. Dominion Constr. Co. ............ 
A motion for a directed verdict is an absolute pre- 
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requisite to a motion for judgment notwithstanding the 
verdict. Lockhart v. Continental Cheese, Inc. ......... 
A party aggrieved by a verdict may move for a new 
trial upon the grounds that the verdict is ‘‘not sustained 
by sufficient evidence, or is contrary to law’’ as pro- 
vided in section 25-1142, R. R. S. 1943, and the trial 
court has the power and authority to grant a new trial 
where such legal cause or reason therefor appears in 
the record and timely appropriate motions for a new 
trial have been filed, notwithstanding the fact that no 
preliminary motion for a directed verdict has been 
made. Lockhart v. Continental Cheese, Inc. .......... 
In determining the sufficiency of the evidence to sus- 
tain a verdict, the evidence must be considered most 
favorably to the successful party, every controverted 
fact must be resolved in his favor, and he is entitled to 
the benefit of any inferences reasonably deducible from 
it. A jury verdict based on conflicting evidence should 
not be set aside on appeal unless clearly wrong. Lock- 
hart v. Continental Cheese, Inc. .................0e eee 
A verdict will not be set aside as inadequate unless it is 
clearly against the weight and reasonableness of the 
evidence and is so disproportionate to the injury proved 
as to indicate that it was the result of passion, preju- 
dice, mistake, or some other means not apparent in the 
record, or that the jury disregarded the evidence or 
rules of law. Palma. Barta .......... 0... ccc eee eee 
Under the facts of this case the insurance company Iis- 
suing an automobile policy containing ‘‘uninsured mo- 
torist’’ coverage is held not entitled to relitigate, in a 
subsequent declaratory judgment action filed against it 
by its insured, whether the general verdict for damages 
returned by the jury, in a prior action brought by the 
insured against an uninsured motorist, contained any 
amounts for property damage, where counsel did not 
request a special verdict itemizing the type of damages 
included therein. Herrera v. American Standard Ins. 
COs Giese ohh Coals Teh aa Wading Aes hale wen Thakcoed 
Where a general verdict is returned by a jury not de- 
lineating the type and amount of damages included 
within the verdict, the court has no means of ascertain- 
ing what elements were considered by the jury, nor the 
basis on which the jury determined the amount of dam- 
ages awarded. Where that information could have 
been obtained by requesting a special verdict, the infor- 
mation in question may not later be obtained by ex- 
tended or subsequent litigation. Herrera v. American 
Standard Ims3.Cos. i281 se eg bois ae BEA aad tae ee 
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15. 


16. 


1 


18. 


7. 


In a criminal action, this court will not interfere with a 
. verdict of guilty unless, as a matter of law, the evi- 
dence is so lacking in probative force that it is insuf- 
ficient to support a finding of guilt beyond a reasonable 
doubt. State v. Costanzo ......... 0... cece cece eee 
Where a party has sustained the burden and expense of 
a trial and has succeeded in securing the judgment of a 
jury on the facts in issue, he has a right to keep the 
benefit of that verdict unless there is prejudicial error 
in the proceedings by which it was secured. Foreman 
& Clark of Nebraska, Inc. v. City of Omaha ........... 
The verdict of a jury must be sustained if, taking the 
view most favorable to the State, there is sufficient evi- 
dence to support it. State v. Sampson ................. 
A jury verdict may not be set aside unless it is clearly 
wrong and it is sufficient if there is any competent evi- 
dence presented to the jury upon which it could find for 
the successful party and all conflicts in the evidence, 
expert or lay, and the credibility of the witnesses is for 
the jury and not for the court. Kniesche v. Thos ...... 


Voir Dire. 


Waiver. 


1. 


There was no reversible error where a juror on voir dire 
examination inadvertently failed to answer a question 
put to him as to whether any claim for personal injuries 
had ever been made against him, where the juror vol- 
untarily called attention to his omission to the trial 
judge and informed him that notwithstanding the omis- 
sion he could render a fair and impartial judgment in 
the action. Palmav. Barta .......... 0... 0. cece eee eee 


Absent a knowing and intelligent waiver, no person 
may be imprisoned for any offense, whether classified 
as petty, misdemeanor, or felony, unless he was repre- 
sented by counsel at his trial. State v. Moore ......... 
The due process clause of the Fourteenth Amendment 
to the Constitution of the United States guarantees the 
assistance of counsel unless that right is intelligently 
and understandingly waived by the accused. Courts 
must indulge every reasonable presumption against a 
waiver of fundamental constitutional rights, and do not 
presume acquiescence in their loss. State v. Moore ... 
An appearance for the purpose of objecting to the juris- 
diction of the court of the subject matter of the action, 
whether by motion or formal pleading, is a waiver of 
all objections to the jurisdiction of the court over the 
person of the defendant, whether the defendant in- 
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Waters. 
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tended such waiver or not. Schleuter v. McCuiston 

Where during a custodial interrogation the individual 
being questioned indicates he does not wish to talk 
without the presence of an attorney, and the officer, 
seeking only clarification of the individual’s intention 
not to talk, asks an additional question for that purpose, 
and the individual then answers the questioning officer 
by agreeing to talk, his answer constitutes an explicit, 
clear, and unequivocal waiver of his prior request for 
assistance of counsel. State v. Weinacht .............. 
A statement which is obtained after the proceeding has 
become accusatory and there has been no voluntary 
and intelligent waiver of the right to counsel is not ad- 
missible. State v. Fuller .............. 00. c ccc eee eee 
A defect of parties not raised by demurrer or answer is 
waived. Armbruster v. Stanton-Pilger Drainage Dist. 
An admission in a pleading upon which the case is tried 
waives all controversy concerning the fact admitted. 
Armbruster v. Stanton-Pilger Drainage Dist. .......... 


An implied warranty cannot ‘‘explicitly’’ extend to fu- 
ture performance. § 2-725, U. C. C. Grand Island 
School Dist. #2 v. Celotex Corp. ................0ee eee 
An action for breach of warranty in the sale of goods 
must be commenced within 4 years of tender of deliv- 
ery. Failure to discover the breach prevents the run- 
ning of the statute only when the warranty explicitly 
extends to future performance. § 2-725, U.C.C. Grand 
Island School Dist. #2 v. Celotex Corp. .........-....+-- 
A cause of action on a covenant of warranty or for quiet 
enjoyment does not accrue in favor of the covenantee un- 
til eviction or surrender by reason of a paramount title. 
Hooker and Heft v. Estate of Weinberger .............. 


Section 16-667, R. R. S. 1943, as it existed in 1975, au- 
thorized a city of the first class to create a water dis- 
trict to extend water service within the city limits with- 
out giving notice of the creation of the district to prop- 
erty owners affected. First Assembly of God Church v. 
City of Scottsbluff .......... 0... cece eee 
All appropriations for water must be for some benefi- 
cial or useful purpose, and when the appropriator of his 
successor in interest ceases to use it for such purpose 
the right ceases. § 46-229, R. R. S. 1943. Hostetler v. 
State: sth eceeGine casi tee bate) wan ces Pie nen ee 
If it shall appear that any water appropriation has not 
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been used for some beneficial or useful purpose, or hav- 
ing been so used at one time has ceased to be used for 
such purpose for more than 3 years, the Department of 
Water Resources shall appoint a place and time of 
hearing, and shall serve notice upon the owners of such 
water appropriation or such ditch, canal, or other di- 
verting works to show cause, by such time and at such 
place, why the water appropriation owned by such per- 
son should not be declared forfeited and annulled be- 
cause such water appropriation had not been used for 
more than 3 years prior to receiving such notice, and 
shall also serve such notice upon the landowners under 
such water appropriation, ditch, or canal. § 46-229.02, 
R. R. S. 1943. Hostetler v. State ................0..... 
Where irrigation water has not been applied to the 
lands described in the adjudicated appropriation for 
the statutory period of 3 years, such nonuse, unless ex- 
cused for some valid reason, will result in the loss of 
the right and the Department of Water Resources may 
cancel the appropriation in whole or in part. Hostetler 
V. State! iti d ope edess tay eb teal We dabei cet at as > 
Beneficial use requires, in the case of an appropriation 
for irrigation purposes, actual application of the water 
to the land for the purpose of irrigation. To constitute 
a beneficial use within the meaning of the appropria- 
tion statute, the use must be one described in the appro- 
priation. Hostetler v. State .......................00.. 
An unexcused nonuse of water appropriation rights by 
a predecessor in title binds the successor in title. 
Hostetler v. State ....... 0... eee cee eee eee 


Welfare and Assistance. 


1. 


Welfare benefits are not a fundamental right and 
neither the state nor the federal government is under a 
constitutional obligation to guarantee minimum levels 
of support. Elliott v. Ehrlich ......................... 
A state eligibility standard that excludes persons 
eligible for assistance under federal AFDC standards 
violates the Social Security Act and is therefore invalid 
under the Supremacy Clause. Elliott v. Ehrlich ....... 
In this state there is no legal obligation upon grandpar- 
ents to support grandchildren. Elliott v. Ehrlich ...... 
Welfare benefits are a matter of statutory entitlement 
for persons qualified to receive them and refusal or 
termination involves state action that adjudicates im- 
portant rights. Elliott v. Ehrlich ..................... 
To the extent that regulation [X-4731 of the Nebraska 
State Department of Welfare creates an irrebuttable 
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presumption that the income of maternal grandparents 
is contributed to the needs of an unborn grandchild, it 
denies equal protection and due process of law and is 
unconstitutional under the United States and Nebraska 
Constitutions. Elliott v. Ehrlich ...................... 


While it is not mandatory that the county court appoint as 


1006 

Wills. 

Witnesses. 
1. 
2. 
3. 
4. 
5. 


personal representative of the estate the person or per- 
sons nominated in a will, it is required that the court 
adhere to all of the applicable provisions of section 30- 
2412, R. R. S. 1943, in making an appointment. Schiss- 
MOT Vi WOO 6238 silat caress Sees Sal Stolen dg Gephe Va EAA 


In determining whether the evidence supports the find- 
ings of the trial court in an action at law where a jury 
has been waived, the evidence must be considered in 
the light most favorable to the successful party, all con- 
flicts must be resolved in his favor, and he is entitled to 
the benefit of every inference that can reasonably be 
deduced from the evidence. Fabricators, Inc. v. 
Farmers Elevator, Inc. .......... 0... cece ee eee 
In an appeal from a decree of dissolution of marriage, 
this court, in reaching its own findings, will give weight 
to the fact that the trial court observed the witnesses 
and their manner of testifying and accepted one ver- 
sion of the facts rather than the opposite. Brus v. Brus 
Slama v. Slama -oeccise a. ele eas ce ine aati Ds 
Mueller v. Mueller ........ 0.0... . ccc cece cee 
A real estate foreclosure action is an action in equity, 
and upon appeal to this court is triable de novo, sub- 
ject, however, to the condition that when the evidence 
on material questions of fact is in irreconcilable con- 
flict, this court will, in determining the weight of the 
evidence, consider the fact that the trial court observed 
the witnesses and their manner of testifying and must 
have accepted one version of the facts rather than the 
opposite. The above rule is applicable even though all 
the witnesses testifying were called by only one of the 
parties. Tilden v. Beckmann .......................5. 
The owner of personal property is qualified to express 
an opinion of the value thereof solely because of his 
status as owner of it. Peck v. Masonic Manor Apart- 
Ment:Holel ys. vkeesa kts esc Sega scab ees aula eek 
A trial court may, in the exercise of its discretion, per- 
mit the names of witnesses to be endorsed upon an in- 
formation before or after the trial has begun when 
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10. 


11. 


12. 


13. 


there is no showing of prejudice. State v. Lehman .... 
In a trial de novo on the record, it is the obligation of 
the District Court to reach an independent conclusion 
without reference to the decision of the county court, 
with the caveat that where the evidence is in irrecon- 
cilable conflict, the District Court should consider the 
lower court’s opportunity to observe the witnesses and 
their manner of testifying. Hyde v. Cleveland ........ 
The requirement imposed by section 27-613 (2), R.R.S. 
1943, that a witness be afforded an opportunity to explain 
or deny a prior inconsistent statement does not apply to 
admissions or statements offered against a party to the 
action, if the admissions or statements were made by 
that party. Hyde v. Cleveland .....................005 
The admissions and declarations of a party to an action 
against his own interest, upon a material matter, are 
admissible against him as original evidence and may 
be used as rebuttal evidence, and, where he is ex- 
amined as a witness in his own behalf, it is unnecessary 
to lay foundation for the admission of such evidence by 
cross-examination. Hyde v. Cleveland ................ 
On appeals in equity, the Supreme Court will, in deter- 
mining the weight of the testimony of the witnesses, 
consider that the trial court observed the witnesses and 
their manner of testifying and accepted one version of 
the facts rather than the other. Allenv. Mayo ........ 
In an appeal of an action for dissolution of a marriage, 
the Supreme Court is required to try the case de novo 
and reach independent conclusions on the issues pre- 
sented by the appeal without referring to the conclu- 
sions or judgment reached in the District Court. While 
in a divorce action the case is to be tried de novo, this 
court will give weight to the fact that the trial court ob- 
served the witnesses and their manner of testifying and 
accepted one version of facts rather than the opposite. 
Patton-ve Patton : v2 .e.4 before decease fated ge Ue ee alate 
The credibility of witnesses is for the trier of fact to de- 
termine and not for the Supreme Court on appeal. 
State v. Williams .......... 0.0... cece cece cece een ee 
Failure of the trial court to disclose prior to sentencing 
that it does not accept defendant’s statement that he 
was not the mastermind of crime involving several de- 
fendants does not preclude the court from considering 
that fact in sentencing. Statev. Kramer .............. 
Equity cases are heard de novo in this court; however, 
in determining the weight to be given the evidence, this 
court will consider the fact that the trial court observed 
the witnesses and their manner of testifying. Duff v. 


341 


420 


420 


420 


602 


638 


649 


658 


1008 


14. 


15. 


16. 


17. 


INDEX [VoL. 203 


Duff 2.2.65 Fe hboeesd bah eect ade etme teas ee sed 
Section 33-139, R. S. Supp., 1978, does not authorize the 
payment of $20 per day to a material witness during the 
time that he is confined while he is unable to post bond. 
Cochran v. County of Lincoln ......................055. 
A general statute providing for witness fees cannot be 
construed to include or to authorize payment of such 
fees to any person detained by court order while wait- 
ing for the trial to take place. Cochran v. County of 
EAN COMM 56 i eetecint ose aes. Aah hy has Pe eee Nw a sece ee Bets 
The right of a witness to compensation is purely statu- 
tory since at common law no witness fees were paid. A 
statute not providing for payment of fees to witnesses 
in criminal and other cases does not on that account 
infringe the constitutional provision against taking 
property for public use, against taking property 
without due process of law, or against demanding a 
man’s particular services without just compensation. 
Cochran v. County of Lincoln ....................02.05. 
It is clearly recognized that the giving of testimony and 
the attendance upon court or grand jury in order to 
testify are public duties which every person within the 
jurisdiction of the government is bound to perform 
upon being properly summoned and for performance of 
which he is entitled to no further compensation than 
that which the statutes provide. The personal sacrifice 
involved is a part of the necessary contribution of the 
individual for the welfare of the public. Cochran v. 
County of Lincoln ............. eee eee cee eee eee rere 


Words and Phrases. 


1. 


The term ‘‘attorney,’’ used in section 52-103, R. S. 
Supp., 1978, means any agent or substitute acting for 
and in behalf of a lien claimant; it may include an at- 
torney at law but is not limited to that meaning. Sher- 
WOOG' V's TUCKER 22.6 eri ose eet CAs eo Ree SEN AGS eee 8 
Gross negligence within the meaning of the Nebraska 
guest statute means gross and excessive negligence or 
negligence in a very high degree; the absence of slight 
care in the performance of duty; an entire failure to 
exercise care; or the exercise of so slight a degree of 
care as to justify the belief that there was an indiffer- 
ence to the safety of others. Wagner v. Mines ......... 
Where one intentionally does damage to the property of 
another in the mistaken belief that the property belongs 
to him, the property damage is not, within the meaning 
of an insurance policy, an ‘‘accident’’ neither expected 
nor intended from the standpoint of the insured. Fox- 
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ley & Co. v. United States Fidelity & Guaranty Co. ..... 165 
4. The essential concept involved in the term dealership, 

as used in the Motor Vehicle Industry Licensing Act, is 

the ‘‘business”’ of the dealer. S & T Motors v. General 

Motors Corps 2-fibeitiss Sia Pee Pet ee Eee Redden 188 
5. The term ‘‘willful failure,’’ as used in the statute giving 

the Nebraska Public Service Commission jurisdiction 

and authority to suspend, change, or revoke a certifi- 

cate of public convenience and necessity for failure to 

comply with the provisions of the Motor Carrier Act, is 

such behavior through acts of commission or omission 

which justifies a belief that there was an intent entered 

into and characterizing the failure complained of. A 

failure through oversight to file the annual report re- 

quired by section 75-116, R. R. S. 1943, would not justify 

the revocation of an authority. Neb. Public Service 

Commission v. Grand Island Mov. & Stor. Co.,Inc. .... 356 
6. ‘‘Good cause shown”’ as used in section 30-2437, R. R. 8. 

1943, means to demonstrate a logical reason or legal 

ground, based on fact or law, why an otherwise final or- 

der of the county court should be vacated or modified. 

DeVries Vi RIX: isis aecis is celhiands ceed eee ade 392 
7. The use of a declaratory judgment remedy is proper in 

this state to determine the rights and obligations of the 

insured and the insurance company under an uninsured 

motorist clause following the rendition of a final judg- 

ment against the uninsured motorist. Herrera v. 

American Standard Ins. Co. ........-..........00 2 eee 477 
8. An act within the meaning of the Nebraska Mental 

Health Commitment Act is ‘‘recent’’ if the time inter- 

val between it and the hearing of the mental health 

board is not greater than that which would indicate 

processing of the complaint was carried on with rea- 

sonable diligence under the circumstances existing, 

having due regard for the rights and welfare of the al- 

leged mentally ill dangerous person and the protection 

of society in general. Hill v. County Board of Mental 

Healthy ooo. csteatis pete he bnew meine Ti eelew Gs 610 


